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Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


(3fir uftrsm fw) 

3?ft<?#, 11 3T5J71, 2005 

5JT.3IT. 1491.—%## WfR, ftr# ft#3 ^ftlTl 
»TOI 3Tf3f333, 1946 (l946 34 3lf3fT3i?71. 2S)37t3T71 
6 ^7 711*4 h(cjci mn 5 371 3M-3T71 ( i) ski nsn 7lf3<T3t 371 
W1 377lf 1|7J <1*41 3TRJ 7T7347 % TJF (^#. ) 

f33FT % few 15-7-2004 % TT3. T^H. 7T7s41 165 

% 3T«43 r) TIM U£Hf<1 71, T TT^ 1M 7 T a TI, f33I337 3lt 4J?3 

% 333 TjfTTO #34, ?C7MK 3314713 71 

1172/03 % 3H*T‘rn%fan*, 33<Tt3 7#7if?<n, i 860 (i 860 34 

##333 71. 45) 34 tiro 302 # <TF3 <?53l4 31371# 3^17 
33433 HHW % 7T33 3 31331 "37171 717133 773#', 5## 
3TT7 *15441 <1*413711 % 315373 3 31*43133ff 3=41 3 

33'*J<T, f^TTTT 31^7 373713 34 37#33 3173 % f#7 TTiT^ITI 

11 S'tJ Cil 2005 


ft?# ftrift ^fclH 7*4 14 3 1 % 357# 3?) yi fa l # 3# 3lfi l3i l f«1 l 
34 fafdll 7h|# 3713 3#71 Triri 37 34# 11 

[ 71. 228/4/2004-Ti.#.#.-|| ] 
^[31 31577, 3137 #33 

MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES 
AND PENSIONS 

(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 11th April. 2005 

S.O. 1491.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Sub-section (1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of the 
Delhi Special Police Establislunent Act. 1946 (Act No. 25 
of 1946). the Central Government with the consent of State 
Government of Andhra Pradesh vide Home (SC A) 
Department G O. Ms. No. 165 dated 15-7-2004. hcrcb\ 
extends the powers and jurisdiction of the members of the 
Delhi Special Police Establishment to the whole of the 
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Suite oi Andhra Pradesh for investigation of death of Sliri 
Gade Lingappa, Ex-MLA, for offence punisliable under 
Section 302 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860 (Act No. 45 of 
1X60) and attempts, ibetments and conspiracies in relation 
to or in connection with the said offence and any other 
offences committed in the course of the same transaction 
or arising out of the same facts of Crime No. 1172/03 of 
Saifabad Police StaUon, Hyderabad. 

[No. 228/4/2004-AVD. II] 
SHUBHA THAKUR. Under Secy, 
q^ fccvrt, 11 3<n, 2005 

c lhl.3tT. 1492.—EK«t>K, 5s ttRlfll, 
1973 (1974 qq3tfvfqqqR. 2) qft RTT1 24 qft qq-RRT ( 8 ) 

510 y Kif'Etiql qq y 41 m qrt^ ^tt % arfqqqqiaff 

sTR Rtetil -HHIeih % Ri-u ttiisEld 

RRRt TTfTI ']6tl<fl afrt 3TR.TTR. ftTRR] ^ Rtertl fRTtq xjftfR 
R'tRRT'gRI At-qfVd RqqvpT arfRqtTO, atylcfl, ^RfaR 
SIRRI 3T-R fqqRt Ril ■*>/') % fcit( PiTIm cfrqi 3Tfq t il'Jl c T> 
% ^q q fry 0 *! quirt ^ i 

[R. 225/21/2005-q.Rl.^.-|I ] 
eigx., 3TRT Rfqq 
New Dellii. tlic 11th April, 2005 

S.O. 1492.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-section (8) of Section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (Act No. 2 of 1974). the Central 
Government hereby appoints S/Shri Harish Gulati and R.M. 
Tcwari. Advocates. Delhi and Retainer Counsel of the 
Central Bureau of Investigation in the Delhi High Court, 
as Special Public Prosecutor, for conducting the 
prosecutions, appeals, revision or other matters arising 
out of the cases investigated by the Dellii Special Police 
Establishment. 

[No. 225/21/2005-AVD. D] 
SHUBHA THAKUR. Under Secy. 
farTRUTHR 
( fURiq) 
d-, -i\n yrqgT «4i< 
q? ftevfl. 7 RTR, 2005 
( 31RPiR) 

^T.3IT. 1493. —RTRRR o1H4>Kj % f^Rt TRiq^RI 
srh-rgfqq fqiqi tsttctt i? fqi TRt tor 5Rt ipflq rirt qqqipqq, 
tour qqq, ■$i. Ti%qj qRiq tts, q? feqqt, Rqqq qit aqqqrr 
fqqRTqqft, 1962 % fwi 6 % rir qfro aqqqR arfafqqq, 
i96i qq rri 35 qfr qq-qRi (i) % trs (ii) % y4w i4 


“rtri” %Rt%3rqp]qfipiTq?i-4-2003'^3i-3-2006qqiq5t 
qqfu % (eui fqrqfiqfT3<r ^iqT % 3i*ftq fqRH rrt i?— 

(i) sffrRjf^q Rqqq 31 h 4 3TjRRiq % fqrrr <aioj qq 

trq? 3TeP1 Tt<J «sl * ii I 

(ii) ^rftRjfqqRqqqqrqtf^rqR trotTRarfqqqf]qj) 

arm* q>t fqqiRt x«jo qq^ % arfqftqq stjrrr q>i4q>ettqf, 
ftrR% fen '?r) sqqqR arfufqqq, 1961 q>t rri 35 q?t qq- uri 
(1) % qtqq qft % rrr ^ aqq ttr tst?) 

q>t eldn qft trqi qfq Rqqq qr arfvqqr tifq rt^ (q>) 
3qqqR R^rfq^yrqi (t|q), ^sdtefi, RifTOTRiq, (tot trtti) 
q*h (13) sqqqR aq^qq/aTTqqR fd^iq> (r$q) qit sttr qit 
f®t e t< u jl qilraci q><^ qif Pmn-fofq qit 3?®4qi qRR qRjq 
q^iti 

(iii) Rqqq qq^qq rr rtsti (ii) ^ Rqftq 3 ttr ttr 

®qq raicl % R1R el<ai qrtttTq> ^ RTT y*ilP'ict =ti<c) ^tr Trqi 
qqrrm vt rtto qitqi fqiqqq Tifyi ^qifqqi JTjRRiq % fqRi 

^sqqqftq^f't 

fqutun : (i) qq^ (i) ^‘‘Rq’^TfR^' sTtot; 
ei'idi qrelPLqFf Ffrfl I 

[atfiRjqqiR. 71/2005/qq. R. 203/2/2005-3R.qi.R-ll ] 

fqfq feif., 3TRT Rfqq 
MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Revenue) 

CENTRAL BOARD OF DIRECTTAXES 
New Dellii. llie 7th March. 2005 
(INCOME TAX) 

S.O. 1493.—It is hereby notified for general 
information that the organization Rajiv Gandhi Foundation. 
Jawahar Bhawan. Dr. Rajcndra Prasad Road. New Delhi 
has been approved by the Central Government for the 
period from 1 -1-2003 to 31-3-2006. for the purpose of clause 
(ii) of Sub-section (1) of Section 35 of the Income-tax 
Act, 1961. read with Rule 6 of the Income-tax Rules. 1962 
under the category Institution subject to the following 
conditions:— 

(i) the approved organization shall maintain 
separate set of accounts for its research 

(ii) The approved organization shall submit a 
copy of audited Income & Expenditure account in respect 
of its research activities for which it has been approved 
under Sub-section (I) of Section 35 of I T Act. 1961 to (a) 
Director General of Income Tax (Exemptions). Vaishali. 
Ghaziabad (UP) and (b) the Commissioner of Income Ta.v 
Director of Income Tax (E) hav ing jurisdiction over the 
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New Delhi, the 17th March, 2005 


organization on or before the due date of filing of return of 
income, in addition to the return of income, to the 
designated assessing officer. 

(iii) The organization shallalso enclose with the 
Income & Expenditure account referred to in point No. (ii) 
above, a certificate from the auditor certifying that the 
amounts incurred are for scientific research. 

Notes: (i) Condition (i) above will not apply to 
the organization categorized as "Association". 

[Notification No. 71/2005/F.No. 203/2/2005-ITAII] 

NIDHI SINGH, Under Secy. 

17 3T?f, 2005 

( 3TT33T?) 

^T.SIT. 1494.—WTRT % fall 1 ><1<fgK I 

fa>3l 4MI 'RT^gRrTF3fN T TT»4r 

5T. Tte, 3$ fa#, tT333 ^1 3TT33R 

1962 % fWT 6 % 7TT«T 3fal 3TT33R STfafwr, 
1961 3>I 3TCT 35 3>I 34313 ( 1 ) % 135' (iii) % TPfrrRTsf 
“ifa-IT" % SR!# falfa 1-4-2003 ^31 -3-2006 331 
^ 3T3f3 % fail f-tnfaRad ?raT % artfa stjH'lfa fan 331 

'A 

5— 

(i) #3^ io-i aiH-1 24^3313%far^iSruii 34 
1J3> 3T?13 Sz rfap |. 

(ii) #33^(3 ci 3333pmlfg^d 33faifararfafa) 
35t 3TT33R # Rt<U«n : 3n^T 3# % 3Tfafal 
3EIH3T3 4)|4+cHhT, ffafa fatj, # 311333 

3Tf«riwr, 1961 3tl 3RT 35 3lt 1543RT ( 1) % 
3Rpf?T^3 3313 3tf 3^ f, % fal3 if 3T131J3 nqp 
13T^ 3tl #31 3falT 3tl TJ3> fal #1333T #3341 
*&3 qiv) (3)) 3llH c tH H^lpl^loh (igZ) 

3rfa3MK ( 3 rR # 13 ) trm ( 73 ) 333317 

3T3J33/3TT3357 ( TgS) # 333 3lt far# 

#fal3#3ftf#3-fa33il3T33T'37#'>Jcf'5rc7J?I 
3fafa 

(iii) #W4 4H(|3t1 33 WH (ii) 3pffa 3TT3 1 # 
"^1373T^ % 7TT3 #3T 3Tl?T3> if 35 TRlfacT 3# 
fir i^ofi .'simumsi # #33 #tjj j% ^ 

'st-jttoh % fair 133 # f 1 

riutufl : ( i ) 341J33 (i) ifa u 'fa M %7^3' 

#10-1 37 73T , £'35t5t3T I 

[#37I33T7T. 80/2005/44. IT. 203/2/2005-3TT.37.T3.-11] 

#3 ft#, 3T37Tlf33 


(INCOME TAX) 

S.O. 1494.—It is hereby notified for general 
information that the organization Rajiv Gandhi Foundation. 
Jawahar Bhawan, Dr. Rajendra Prasad Road. New Delhi 
has been approved by the Central Government for the 
period from 1-4-2003 to 31-3-2006, for the purpose of clause 
(iii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of die Income tax Act. 
1961, read with Rule 6 of the Income tax Rules. 1962 under 
the category Institution,subject to the following 
conditions :— 

(i) the approved organization shall maintain 
separate set of accounts for its research. 

(ii) The approved organization shall submit a copy 
of audited Income & Expenditure account in 
respect ofiisrcatarch activities for which it has 
been approved under sub-section (1) of Section 
35 ofl.T. Act, 1961 to (a) Director General of 
Income Tax (Exemptions), Vaishali. Ghaziabad 
(UP) and (b) the Commissioner of Income Tax/ 
Director of Income Tax (E) ha ving j uiisdict ion 
over the organization on or before the due date 
of filing of return of income, in addition to the 
return of income to the designated assessing 
officer. 

(iii) The organization shall also enclose w ith the 
Income & Expenditure account referred to in 
point No. (ii) above, a certificate from llic auditor 
certifying diat die amounts incurred arc lor 
research in social science/statistical research 

• Note : Condi-ion (i) above will not apply to the 
organization categorized as "Association". 

[Notificadon No. 80/2005/F.No. 203/2/2005-ITA. 111 
NIDH1SINGH. Under Secy. 

3? fa# 31 3T3, 200S 

(3THTcR?) 

«FT.3H. 1495.—33313173 34 343343 % fair 
fern 'JWIltfa#-^ 37347 <813^7 fu4Hiqdi, 1962 % fwt 6 
.37 7TT3 41# 3TT3377 #3f333, 1961 ‘44 3T7T 35 34 34-313 
(1) %735(ii) %3ETf5Rt8}f^W 1-4-2002 3 31-3-2005 
337% fat* #73 3# TTTvTT, 4t. #. 
f^TvT-HMI^tH, %1eT-676503 34 yttff % bTifPl 

34#4 3T«T3T DEP TTPP, -u! 3TTf?T37 'E 
■3PJE3FT fsti'414'idlMi (TT«TT 4 37fl^ TP4 nit 

413 a rFTTf3TTt, % '•n-UPtl SpfTTfeT 

Wit: — 

( i) ui'ld-l -3444 343-334147 37 {?Tt7 

iami 34 3T3R TTst-«aiq q-A'ii I 
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(ii) fan qfaf % yr'l'T ffat qq % ffatr ffatr 
STTfafaq ffan 4ITTFf fa, N^utfsci fauci'i STJtiqTq 
qfa-'qfallfa ffaFfa fay. fafa -stmt 3tffaqqq, 1961 
faf qro 35 fat BR-MKT (1) % -STnpfa SljHKH 
ysm ffaqi tit fa, qr faqq fa arqfa fatu qfaffaq 
3TR tT s 4T '^TT tafa qfa tjqt fafa 3TfqqTt faq qifa 
33Tm 31Fjqq/3TTqqR (e|fa) fat 3114 fat 
fqqrfa <fhaci qnfa fat faq ftrffa qft aiqqT qnfa 

wfa srqqt sfafajqqt fat faffa fa 90 ffafa % 
fatR, fat fat 4K fa "4HHIX1 fat, TRcpT qjfalTI 

(iii) qfa FFTS3 RTF (ii) fa efcnRaa 3TFnT*1T 

' 3 T J 1tqfa % 1714 fatSI Ttfaiqi fa TTRf ttqr ■JRTTTT 
fatfafFlfafaTt : — 

(q>) 3mnqiq Rwfafaqqfa' S!-14xlI 
qro 35 (i) (ii) fa arnrfa qfafat qq 
Tfr^rrqnfa % ffar tit t, %ffatt fa'idd 

faRt 3TRT 44 Ttffa fafaR^ti qR^ I 

(H) Rfa XHlfam qR^ ^ ffa t?fa ffaqT TRT 
farttfqqi TFJHqpT % ffatT qy I 

tafafajqqTfa. 125/2005/44 fa. 203/25/2004-317. qi.fq.il] 

ffafaffafa, SROIW 
New Delhi, the 31st March, 2005 

(INCOME TAX) 

S.O. 1495.— It is hereby > Tied for general 
information that the organization fvLs. The An a Vaidya 
Sala, P.O. Kottakkal, Dt. Malappurarn, Kerala-676503 has 
been approved by the Central Government for the purpose 
of clause (ii)of^ub-section(l) of Section 35 of the Income 
Tax Act, 1961, read with Rule 6 of the Income Tax Rules, 
1962 for the period from l-4-2002to 31-3-2005 underthe 
category 'university, college or other institution', partly 
engaged in research activities (and not as a 'scientific 
research association’ existing solely for research) subject 
to the following conditions:— 

(i) the approved organization shall maintain 
separate accounts for its research activities. 

(ii) For each of the financial years for which .this 
approval is being given, the approved 
organization shall submit a copy of its audited 
Income & Expenditure account in respect of 
the research activities for wheih it has been 
approved under sub-section (1) of Section 35 
of IT. Act, 1961 to the Commissioner of Income 
Tax/Director of Income Tax (Exemptions) having 
jurisdiction, on or before the due date of filing 
of return of income or within 90 days from the 
date of this notification, whichever expires later. 


(iii) The organization shall also enclose with the 
Income & Expenditure account referred to in (ii) 
above, a certificate from the auditor:— 

(a) specifying the amount received by the 
organization for scientific rescarcli in 
respect of which the donors are eligible 
to claim deduction under Section 35(1) 
(ii). 

(b) certifying that the expenditure incurred 
was for scientific research. 

[Notification No. 125/2005/F.No. 203/25/2004-ITA. llj 

N1DHI SINGH. Under Secy. 

M ffavfat, 8 3fajvT, 2005 

( 3tlqeh< ) 

3TT.3TT. 1496.—TTfartTTTTnr fat fa ‘ffatr 

PfafafaRT <45 ^TffatjffatT ffaqi X5TT?TT% ffa oh-Stfa tKq->KfaRT 31iqqR 
Pt4hl<4ct), 1962 % fWT 6 % TTIT qfeq 3TFPTT SlffaWT, 
1961 fat RRT 35'fatqq-qRI (l) fatfas (ii) fa fafalfa 
‘•faV4fatIlyt4, qfafajy 3iqqi 3pq faRSTt’ qft fafa fa 374744 
ffaqfqi 1 -4-2002 fa 31 -3-2005 TTqi fat 3iqfq far ffap 
fafqfafZTTTfat-qi, 92, qi. tyi. 4 eel O S, 37. Tk, ^•‘-1^-600017, 
fat 3OT: arjfahFi qrfaqRtTfa fa Trfam f, (fafr q far arphiR 
%ffatTtTqrtTIR fafajp" 3T^faqprfaq"%^fat) fat 
fatHfvffeb yieff % arfam %qT tri t 

(i) 3i^Hjft)ri tihcJI eixfa T.I'I-TvIIhI % 

ffatr 3RT3 Win 

(ii) ffafafar ■qrjj % TTcfa^f "R4 % ffatJ ffart% ffatr RT 

W fTvqi ^TT TFT t, 3T^farfel farjBR 
Rilfa-'RnTfat % faRT fa fatal H <1 fhjrT 3TR 
pfa tafa faj uifa ttrqrfqqtR qivi 
3TiqqR 3Tr^qtT/5TPT=fR (1|3) fat 3174 4R 

ffaq pfa qfat fa) ffatet TTTfatl fat 33441 ^nfa 

q^fa aiqqi'^ii nfmfqqr fat cu<i<a fa 90 'ffafa fa 
3fqt, fat fa RR fa TPTRT fat, fafalT, ffaFlfa 
ffaq; ?fa 3P44R fafaffam, 1961 fat “TRI 35 fat 
trqqm (i) fa srufatt sijfafaq qqpt ffaqi mu fa i 

(iii) qf faqmi Tt7 (ii) fafafafat iTFTbfa »T4 
tqfa % tqq fatal qfasiqs fa ot p=f qtTmq fa 
facrqqfaqT 

(qr) ffatifa ttud-i ski qwffaqt stjuth fa ffap utr 
fatqfa3tiTtffarqtt evdo ffaqiqqrfat,ffatmlfatt. 

SHq.al RTti35 (1 )(ii) faeUmua qfatfaqtqrqr 

qrtfa faffarqtqfa i 



[31311—3P*g 3(ii)j 

(^ 3 ) 331^^13531331313 

3«iPi<»> 01 31 1 

[3lf*«jyiii7t. 129/2005/93.3. 203/86/2003-3TT.9d9.II] 

Pifa ftis, oi'k yfaq 
New Delhi, the 8th April, 2005 
(INCOME TAX) 
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3171 152 % HT 7 ^ (3) %■ 3-1 i-ci> {cl 9TRl 31137)341 37733T 
33/94) 13935 1-7-1994 531 359 ?rf%qf 99 
9 rH %. %. M.-Tfisf «n^T, 7991 % 

%3\1 999115 k^'44Vw y.ti<5Hi fadi 9%q<* -Hife^ ( 33113 ) 
9>t WTltel SiHcils % ^Mif^atiK 3 3% 3191 &3 % th)hi 7[<tov 
3lf3f=T33, 1962 (1962 "^T 5 2 ) 9>1 31719 % 3Rpfa 3 I' J S '1 9K 
e ilf'm 4><ni ^1 
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S.O. 1496.—It is hereby notified for general 
information that the organization Chennai Mathematical 
Institute, 92, G.N. Chetty Road, T. Nagar, Chennai-600017 
has been approved by the Central Government for the 
purposes of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of section 35 of 
the Income tax Act, 1961, read with Rule 6 of the Income 
tax Rules, 1962 for the period from 1-4-2002 to 31-3-2005 
under the category ‘University, College or other 
Institution’ partly engaged in research activities (and not 
as a scientific research association’ existing solely for 
research) subj ect to the following conditions:— 

(i) the approved organization shall maintain 
separate accounts for its research activities. 

(ii) For each of the financial years for which this 
approval is being given, the approved 
organization shall submit a copy of its audited 
Income & Expenditure account in respect of 
the research activities for which it has been 
approved under sub-section (1) of Section 35 
ofl.T.Act, 1961 to the Commissioner of Income 
Tax/Director of Income Tax (Exemptions) 
having jurisdiction, on or before the due date 
of filing of return of income or within 90 days 
from the date of this notification, whichever 
expires later. 

6ii) The organization shall also enclose with the 
Income & Expenditure account referred to in 
(ii) above, a certificate from the auditor 

(a) specifying the amount received by the 
organization for scientific research in respect 
of which the donors are eligible to claim 
deduction under Section 35(1) (ii). 

(b) certifying that the expenditure incurred was 
for scientific research. 

[Notification No. 129/2005/F.No. 203/86/2003-ITA. II] 

/ 

NIDHI SINGH, Under Secy. 

ySM *0*11 -arm 5 

^•Sl'KS, 21 9p1, 2005 
TftglT 01 /2005-#.?[. (1TR. 7t. ) 

39.39. 1497.—9179 ton, fart naun*!, Pthi'i, 
9^ l^cvft £171 ^J99T 3lf9fwi, 1962 (1962 "33 52) 9>1 


[33. 71. 4-3(19-14-m7J.05/748-968 ] 
99. 59. 35T, ^tsq 3RJ39 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF 
CUSTOMS & CENTRAL EXCISE 

Chandigarh, the 21st March, 2005 

No. 01/2005-CUS(NT) CZ 

S.O. 1497.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Notification No. 33/94-CUS(NT) dated 1-7-1994 of the 
Government of India, Ministry of Finance. Department of 
Revenue, New Delhi issued under clause (a) of Section 
152 of the Customs Act,1962 (52 of 1962), 1. S. S. Bedi. 
Chief Commissioner of Customs & Central Excise. 
Chandigarh hereby declare the area falling within the 
jurisdiction of Tehsil Amloh. Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib 
(Punjab), as Warehousing Station under Section 9 of the 
Customs Act, 1962 (52 of 1962). 

[C. No.4-Zone-14-Cus.()5/748-968] 

S. S. BEDI, Chief Commissioner 




Otespfirt^iPT) 

3^ fcenl, 29 91^, 2005 

39.39. 1498.—(to 
y4l3Hl’%fdl!,y4l , l) fwi, 1976 %fwr 10%'39lWT-4 % 
3 991919, % 313)9 f^HRiRan 939fcT9 1971% 

80 3tftr?FT 3lf39j 4>4-4|R41' % %% 33 ■=hl49l39r919'3T 1 3 
9Rl^t, 3lf97if%t99%'f’ 


•1, 3579*9 14 tfnrR 

^nfl9I5-21T001 

2 . 1 #33 $9 yi+f,rcl<6 91% %) 5%5Tl, 33% 
313, 359J7-313001 (7197919) 

3. 3fTO .3^3 7151991 33 333T3T3, 9Tl%T 

33' %-rtrr 49H%, 399^71, 31 T9 9) 7% 
-345001 (TT3T3T3) 


31%, 3RI33X, 226002 (3979^9) 
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5. STtftsjnf MiT MiwIclM MTMT)m "JMcRM 

M^OT, VIKdl-5, )JtRT?M-MMM, MS*}), MMfal 
390006 ('JSRm) 

6. 3TM)SJM MiT 4 >n[c 1<4 MTMfta [jtlrteq 

m^ot, mimm^, meet (^) “ 5^-400022 

[M.T-T/2005-%'^)] 

HII 51 I fti'lkl-ll, Pl^l=H (TT. Ml.) 

MINISTRY OF CULTURE 
(Department of Culture) 

New Delhi, the 29th March, 2005 

S.O. 1498.—In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of rule 10 
of the Official Langange (Use of Official purpose of the 
Union)-Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby 
notifies tire following offices underthe Ministry of Culture, 
more than 80% staff of which have acquired a working 
knowledge of Hindi. 

1. North Central Zone Cult ural Centre, Allahabad 
211001 

2. West Zone Cultural Centre Udaipur-313001 
(Rajasthan) 

3. Office of the Senior Conservation Assistant 
Archaeological Survey of India Jaisalmer- Sub¬ 
circle AsaniRoad Jaisalnrer-345001 (Rajasthan) 

4. Office of the Superintending Epigraphist 
Uttaranchal. Dilkusha Garaden Lucknow-226002 
(Uttar Pradesh) 

5 Office of the Superintending Arachaeologist 
Archaeological Survey of India Excavation 
Branch Fifth floor Mandavi- Vadodora 390006 
(Gujrat) 

6 . Office of tire Superintending Arachaeologist 
Antiquity Archaeological Survey of India Sion 
Fort' Sion (Eqst) Muinbai-400002 

[No. i-l//2005-Hindi] 
MOH1N1H1NGORANI. Director (O. L.) 


• ) 

M fevTT, 11 3T5TeT, 2005 

MTT.31T. 1499.—MFsCtM MMERTMIFT ( 
srfMMtPptf Mi) 3lfsifwt, 1971 (1971 MiT 40) Mi) 

MTCT 3 TJTM Tt^rt r'lpKI'i)' MvT lIMl'l MiMt ftr, MR? MR'jft % 
MTM (1 ) M dR^ftsId arfwfMTT MM, Mt WM>K % tMHBFI 
t, 3MM 3tfMfwt % 3TMTMM % %TT tW arfitMiKT 


t afk 3TFt 3MM MTMJr) % MTM (2) Mi) MoMIFT) 
*)' (qPiRj'ii t-KMaO "Pai-il % M«fM"*)" SiH'il-sHH'il <simO 
srfwferT mD mmr)m MtaTaff % Mhrc, aafkrfwr mt 

"3M% afqfa MM^I STfMMilftMf Mi) HlPw4f MiT MMpT afk 
arfMflPtd Mil 'Ami, 

Mltuf) 


arfi('tii[<4l % HctuM 

MTMiR) 4»TTM) % MRrf aftt 
arfM^lftcTT Mi) TMIMF) m)mt^ 

1 

2 


0) 


(ii) 


"'jjf M*M % MM) sHH'll-'cMMMl <S)m)M 5RI 
STM M5vT MM "STMMMi, MM1 Ml aiRifa Ml Mlt % 

MM) MR°t3 M-svl 5 'jDPi'k, «<=w(I M-TTM, Mt) aii aMA- 
MMT3My[75q §'jflRt*K, 3TM% 3tytrafMM) fMMMM % 
mm) Hfd §'aflPt*U, MMT MhWatMhtl 
M7§q tjfrf-RR (fwM), 

^ M3 % MM) aPM aTMM)-3TMM) %m)m (JIM 
M5v)\vnFMMMi, MM) MTM MT aiRifa MT Mt£ % 
qlr.'tt m'sci MTTM, MF "3M% 3TM%- 

MM) Tjlsq s4)fV-K, 3TM% USfllUpTM) PtMM IJ l 
MM) *is<M MM) % M)cR/3TM)M ft I 

"5^ i'jflPtMt (TmmW), 

'HH'fl-aMTM) 

TMMMTarf^ftlMT MT^% 
MTMiTT) MMR, M) ■s-t'k 3MT%- 
3TM% MMTMfMMi fMMMM 


(hi) 


(iv) 


(v) 


wmmAvt^mm) sm 

M5et\vT3lMMMi, MM) 
qR.'o m’sci fMTfMMt, 

MM) "3M "5^1 
MM) MSvl 5'JllPl'K, MM) m)?R/31M)m^ I 

(RmW), 

MT4 % MM) 3TMM)-3m) 
atMT M^v) 7MM MT arRifcT Mi MTt % 

MM) MfMS MMvt ^'jflfMMC'Ht'hKl TMH, Ml SRM- 
MMT-Rr^r^irMMt, 3MTM 9!(llttPt'h M-MM'Ji % 
MMT M5vT 15f)Rl M (, MMT MfcrtyatMA TI 

Mlaq ^ A Pi Mi (ftMW), 

^T’I-^-q«!I%R%TrMt 3MR)-3pn) ^ftTMTvTR 
atMT MMvT MT 3#m MI Mlt % 

MMT mRw HSd MTMvTM MTPT, M) 3TMM- 

MM)"3M"5^I 5RA M^liflPl'b P-P-iq 11 ! % 

MM) H-Svt MM) M)Trt7at#411 

MT54 ^'iftf-IMt (fMHi'JI), 


(vi) % MMT3MRT-3TMM) MMft TvtM ^RT 

atMT MMvt Tvf "STMMMi, MMT MT arf% MI Mlt % 

MM) MfMS MMvT •Ht'tiltl MTPT, M) "3^ ayqM- 

MMT'SM'ysM aiM% yttUMptcb ftM^'JI % 

MM)M5vT SvyOPtM:, MMT Mm^'aTMlMtl 

■gtsM (TmmW), 
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_1_ 2 _ 

(vii) rTwh 

qqqq>, ^ -qr atfafa -qi qit % 

H«d S'jflfaqt, WH, apri- 

Twj-aqyjtsq ^sftPm, 3 tf 1 3Rimfqq> ftqqw% . 

3TMt HSd $«ftfdq<, Tnft %qhn/3T«ftq%i 

ti^ 5«nPi«K (fqqfa) 

[q*. Tf. 2004/t^;i^q.TT^./14/9] 
RR. %. 3nrara„Tifaq 
MINISTRY OF RAILWAYS 
(Railway Board) 

New Delhi, the 11th April, 2005 

S.O. 1499.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised 
Occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971), th6 Central Government 
hereby appoints the officers mentioned in column (1) of 
the Table below, being Gazetted Officers of the 
Government, to be estate officers for the purpose of the 
said Act, and further directs that the said officers shall 
exercise the powers conferred and perform the duties 
imposed on estate officers by or under the said Act within 
the local limits of their jurisdiction in respect of the public 
premises specified in ,the corresponding entry in column 
(2) of the said Table. 

TABLE 


Designation of the Officers Categories of public 

premises and local limits 
of jurisdiction 

1 2 

(i) All Additional Divisional Public premises owned or 

Railway Managers, acquired or hired by the 
all Senior Divisional respective Zonal Railway 

Engineers, all Deputy which are within/under 

Chief Engineers, all their respective 

Divisional Engineers, administrative control. 

all Chief Engineers 
(Construction) of East 
Central Railway. 

(ii) All Additional Divisional Public premises owned or 

Railway Managers, acquired or hired by the 

all Senior Divisional respective Zonal Railway 

Engineers, all Deputy which are within/under 

Chief Engineers, all their respective 

Divisional Engineers, Administrative control. 

all Chief Engineers 
(Construction) of East 
Coast Railway. 


1 


(in) All Additional Divisional Public premises owned or 
Railway Managers, acquired or hired by the 

all Senior Divisional respective Zonal Railway 

Engineers, all Deputy which are within or under 

Chief Engineers, all their respective 

Divisional Engineers, administrative control, 

all Chief Engineers 
(Construction) of North 
Central Railway. 

Ov) All Additional Divisional Public premises owned or 

Railway Managers, acquired or hired by the 

all Senior Divisional respectiveZonal Railway 

Engineers, all Deputy which are within or under 
ChiefEngineers, all their respective 

Divisional Engineers, administrative control, 

all Chief Engineers 
(Construction) of North 
Western Railway. 

(v) All Additional Divisional Public premises owned or 

Railway Managers, acquired or hired by the 

all Senior Divisional respective Zonal Railway 

Engineers, all Deputy which are within or under 

Chief Engineers, all their respective 

Divisional Engineers, administrative control. 

all ChiefEngineers 
(Construction) of 
Southeast Central 
Railway. 

(vi) All Additional Divisional Public premises owned or 

Railway Managers, acquired or hired by the 

all Senior Divisional respective Zonal Railway 

Engineers, all Deputy which are within or under 

ChiefEngineers, all their respective 

Divisional Engineers, administrative control 

all ChiefEngineers 
(Construction) of 
Southwestern Railway. 

(vii) All Additional Divisional Public premises owned or 

Railway Managers, acquired or hired by the 

all Senior Divisional respective Zonal Railway 

Engineers, all Deputy w hich are within or under 

ChiefEngineers, all their respective 

Divisional Engineers. administrative control. 

all Chief Engineers 
(Construction) of 
West Central Railway. 


[F. No. 2004/LML/14/9] 
M. K. AGARWAL. Secy. 
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3T%?T 

3^ 15 3f$eT, 200S 

^T.3iT. 1500.—%)3Mi «rrt^> %3 (3i%3 3?ft fwri) 3fP#m, 1957 (19573320 ) (13%ts%’'5*%> ^ 31^333 3##m 

35$133lt0 %T 3RT 9 %I 33-riTO (1) % 3t%3'3nft%I' f T^ 3R3 TR3>K % 3-;%<3T %T T3T3 34 Id 3 (^PTcTTf^T*TPT) %t 3Tf%J3HI 
35T.3TT. 2576, uicl<s, 6 3T3?I^?, 2004 % 3K3% u-jih*, MFT-II, <3-5-3, 33-<a-5 (ii) ai{l<a 16 ^' = N«H, 2004 % H'tuR'iu 5*)'! 
3T •s'W Stftitjyi'ii % *jf*T (i%%'5*% 5*1% 'Uf , 3iq.333 *jf3 <*>m T FTI^') 3Tftl35R, 333 

% riKT 10 4M-riRI (1) % 3t%3, TT% fawi'iHt % ^J33 t»"l*ht, -^hr'ifo'n I/'M % %%% HT3F5R% Pi ft? 4 % 7 T^ ; 

aftr, %-%3TH34<35T^TI3IriI3% T r3Tt, f%%*3=f %M l h)<r'$R fcrlfH^-S, HIMJJt, (H¥3l<f*H<*lO 3)**!% 35?T 
’Wit), Tfdf%3ri%%fc3I3f33, 3TJ9Td33573 %f%tr %7T7f; 

3T3: 373, %%% 4k«»>k, 333 srftjfwT % 3TU 11 %t 33-3TCI (1) 5TCT 333 *lPw% 35T 5f%3 35% 3tT Pt^l %% t, 1% 
T3 H3>K f4f$ci '‘jfif %T333 'jfri ft'3T 37C3T % 3Tf335R, ftt°6i<ft5ri3I35TI Pllsd 3ft Tt?ft3>i 3-3iq, oiOo 16 3I3<J3I, 2004 

ft Pi^fyiPaa fft33% %T vi<iT % 37%3 T% 17735% ^"h-TI ft"-Pi feu % 31117 *!, 3t%?^:— 

(1) H<.3iKl c r,*-*t'll, 333 3Tpi|Pl-HH % eS3% % 37%3 3iqq|ftfl xlqetH, s-HI-Jl J'Hyill %7 ftrftTftrift % «(I«<C 1 f^TTTrtJ 77% 
<7CI% 3>f %-sfl3 *U 5 T>K3ft yRl^fH %Pfl I 

(2) U73>% 3>H%517T7% 0) %37%3, 2b-sO-M 7K3W<3ftftft3 T35%" 35T 3133173357% % y4l->H % f%T( 335 3Tftt3573 ^ 

333f%33ni7m33Tftftf%%3Tf%t573 3?ft3Tf335733ft7T5133T%f%Trf%p?3f%T(3175%^n%%7T33ft331T31 : ?% 
oh^ ■3'W 7k3ii0 'fi*-H r ll 3^3 %!% 3ft7%%%f7T X°bK, Plfftd 333 *[fftft 3T377 37 Plf% %%3T<ft 3lfi)q-,i<| %Pny,3T 
33%7733"4 77% 35Tft3Tfft%, %ft 3T%B 3Trfil%I «(Hd <JM‘in, 7T>ft Mt <H<°r>l-0 c h* J H r Tl 3^3 «tiVil 1 

( 3 ) TTRETTt 333%, %%% TR3313T 33% 3^31^%' %t, ^ f%% 3R3 3CR % tN 3 %, %1 333 % 3T 3TT RT fTf 333T 

%' 333?W%, %%ft I 

(4) TR33^333%%1, %3%3TR33T% 1 J^3T53%3%f%1I,333 3TR3R3T%3Tf%EKf%t3RT^Tf%T3lt3T3i%T3R3%t 
3rf33 3% #ft; 3^ 

( 5) TTT35Rt 333%, P%% 3ltl 7T% 351, % %%% TR35R '5RT «T3 35% 3TT33335 %, 333 %3 % f%%3 %% % fru*. f%^ 

55T1TT iff 3Tf%tf%l f%5TT 353^, 3133 3%% I 

[33. % 43015/11/2002-%.3TR.3Tlf.^^.] 
%. %. M'J-SI, Pi^l3. 

MINISTRY OF COAL 
ORDER 

New Delhi, tlie 15th April, 2005 

S.O. 1500.—Whereas the publication of the notification of the Government of India, in the Minislry of Coal and 
Mines (Department of Coal), number S O. 2576, dated the 6th October, 2004, published in the Gazette of India, Part 11, 
Section 3, Sub-section (ii), dated the 16th October, 2004, issued under Sub-section (1) of Section 9 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the lands and rights in or over 
the lands as described in the schedule appended to the said notification (hereinafter referred to as the said lands) vested 
absolutely in the Central Government free from all encumbrances under Sub-section (1) of Section 10 of the said Act . 

And whereas the Central Government is satisfied that the Western Coalfields Limited, Nagpur, (hereinafter referred to 
as the Government Company), is willing to comply with such terms and conditions as the Central Government tiiinks fit to 
impose in this behalf: 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (1) of Section 11 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that said lands and rights in or over the said lands so vested shall, with effect from the 
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16th October, 2004 instead of continuing to so vest in the Central Government, vest in the Government Company. subject 
to the following terms and conditions, namely:— 

(1) The Government Company shall reimburse the Central Oovenwlent all payments made in respect of compensation, 
interest, damages and the like, as determined under-the provisions of the said Act; 

(2) A tribunal shall be constituted for the purpose of determining the amounts payable to the Central Government by 
the Government Company under condition (1) and all expenditure incurred in connection with any such tribunal 
and persons appointed to assist the tribunal shall be borne by the Government Company and similarly, all 
expenditure incurred in respect of all legal proceedings like appeal, etc., for or in connection with the rights, in or 
over the said lands, so vested shall also be borne by the Government Company; 

(3) The Government Company shall indemnify the Central Government or its officials against any other expenditure 
that may be necessary in connection with any proceedings by or against the Central Government or its olTicia I s 
regarding the aforesaid rights in or over the said lands so vesting; 

(4) The Government Company shall have no power to transfer and rights in or over the said lands so vested to any 
other person without the previous approval of the Central Government; and 

( 5 ) The Government Company shall abide by such directions and conditions as may be given or imposed by the 
Central Government for particular areas of the said land, as and when necessary. 

[F. No. 43015/11/2002-PRIWT 
B. K. PANDA. Director 

fcwil, 6 2005 


gjr.arr. isoi.— phaH Hpp, i987%Hpp 7% gp-fppp (1 ). prog ( 73 ) %31-jwpp 

Hd<yiKi 3ff%Rjf*w p^cmf fpr=iH pt/tipp ippr ppi/IpHH r f 


p>p 

7P9IT 

tivilftrtr pkaTp hhp>p?I rismi 

PTTtVP P?f PI^IT 3fR fttfa 

pyrtPP IdTP gH Pvt 

ftfa 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

14) 

1. 

311$ TTfl 3034 :1993 

1 PPPTl, 2005 

28 PPP7T, 2005 

2. 

3ntgP4989 (MPT2) : 1984 

6 pH, 2005 

31 PH, 2005 

3. 

3fl$gP4989 (PIP4) : 1984 

1 pH, 2005 

31 pH, 2005 

4. 

3P$ gp 6234 : 2001 

1 pH, 2005 

31 pH, 2005 

5. 

3P$gP 10204 : 2001 

1 pH, 2005 

31 pH, 2005 

6. 

311$ gP 15397 : 2003 

1 pH, 2005 

31 pH, 2005 


5P thritppf pIppi wr*t ptppt ppipt w, 9 rftjt w ptp, M ftrat-110002, fiHfp piTPfapii: 
ferft, pfotpren , gpr? ppt w *>Ni<*rP!: srgqgjpitt, ppHt, ptmm, PfaPtcp, ipwr, twR, 

pnpgr, ni'igt, Midi, ppt fWq'Higt.p p fpaft 4H<n®p ^ 1 


[PtH : pft. i gT./msm] 
Wt?T g>PTC Pfp, P (RiPt-rl fpfrfpPTT) 

1180 GI/05—2 
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MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS 

New Delhi, the 6th April, 2005 

S.0.1501.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules. 1987. the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No. and year of the Indian Standards 

No. and year of the amendment Date from which 

the amendment shal 1 
have effect 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 . 

IS 3034:1993 

1 February, 2005 

28 February, 2005. 

2 . 

IS 4989 (Part 2): 1984 

6 March, 2005 

31 March. 2005 

3. 

IS 4989 (Part 4): 2003 

1 March, 2005 

31 March, 2005 

4. 

IS 6234:2003 

I March, 2005 

31 March, 2005 

5. 

IS 10204:2001 

3 March, 2005 

31 March. 2005 

6 . 

IS 15397:2003 

1 March, 2005 

31 March. 2005 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan. 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Cliandigarh, Chennai. Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur. Kanpur. Nagpur. 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: CED/Gazette| 
S. K. JAIN. Director & Head (Civil Engg.) 


f^crrrTl, 11 diiici, 2005 


^TT.OT. 1502.— MltdN fwt, 1987%m*T7% 3n-fwt ( 1) (73) % F HKtfm HH-+ ^<1 

uaysiu <=r><ni % f%f^FI 'mrfN *uiqi) % fqqv'i 'tHI n ^ ^ F*tlfTT ifl TT, % : 



■HRdl'4 (^5f) ^ ttOMI 

'Mn.iflh *U*l°h SKI STftTsFfacT 

■FSTTpm 



NKdl^t Hi-iqi 31*1^1 Mii'hl, qfs 




^WtT3lk^ 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

3TTf 1^3913 : 2005 Phrifad 3TT7TF1 MR 

3^^3913 : 1966 

'3H=Kl 2005 


M?lfc (TfW 




■srftrrir Mrdrit hm* ^ fevfl-i 10002, sbfm : 

«hld<*ldl, rprf cT*TT 7TH3T <4'Hit, MtW, fFW, ‘j'tlSNi, 

■ 5 ^ nett ^ivpai f 1 


3hPivIvi t*n. i, (^Tvt ) 
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New Delhi, the 11th April, 2005 

S.O.1502.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rules(l)of Rule 7 ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 
1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each: 

SCHEDULE 


SL 

No. & year of the Indian Standards 

No! & year of Ihdian Standards, 

Date of Establishment 

No. 

Established 

If any. Superseded by the New 
Indian Standard 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 

IS 3913 : 2005 “Suspended sediment load 
samplers-Specification (First revision)” 

IS 3913:1966 

January 2005 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
ZafarMarg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref. WRD/G-117] 

ANILESH DAVID, Scientist E, Director (Water Resources Deptt.) 
"f? 11 3T^t, 2005 

■5FT.31T. 1503.—1987 %ffePT 7 % (1) %T3TS (IS) % 3EfWI t r xKff RT aifaqfact 

font ^TRTT % fMT f^R MKdlM MTJ f, ^ MR MTi f 3tVt ^ % : 




MPT 


MTTft % MPT II, T3T¥ 3, 

fctHill 

WIT 


8M<a'S ( ii > 3 MTT.3TT. WIT 




frrf*t 'SRfnfifRf 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

3TT^P*T6543 : 1972 frfMM MiTM riMfriH 

Mrt.3TT. 423, 

3TM ^ lH>)e TTMePT 


-ft A-r V r~. P._f^rrfL 

15MTP#, 1975 



[tM : MMT. ^)./*ft.-128] 
STTHdl MyRrl<*l y+TTI, (TSrEJMfifM) 


New Delhi, the 11th April. 2005 

S.0.1503.—In pursuance of clause(b)ofsub-rule(l)ofRule7ofthe Bureau oflndian Standards Rules, it is. hereby 
notified that the Indian Standards, Particulars of which are mentioned in the Schedule give hereafter, have been cancelled 


and stands withdrawn. 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No. and year of the Indian Standards 
Cancelled 

S.O. No. and Date published 
in the Gazette of India, 

Paii-II, Section-3, 

Sub-section (ii) 

Remaiks 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 6543 : 1972, Specification for Glass 
Artificial Insemination Pipettes for Cattle 

S.O. No. 423, 
dated 15 February 1975 

As Glass AI Pipettes 
have became obsolete 


[Ref. FD/G-128| 

Ms. MADHULIKAPRAKASH, Director and Head (Food and Agri. ) 
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ii arfa, 200 s 

^nr.arc. 1504 .—hm<+> ^ Pm, 1987 %fwr 7 % yridw (1) %(tg) % Mmfh h i h*. *4( 1 

l (o<vSHI 3TftJ?|f^RI TTOIT ^ fg> fa-t 'TRcf^l *tl-W) % fi^ 7 TtT ^ 1?t ’ITT ^ ; 





'TRffrq *1FH> (#) ##3H1 

# 'wih’wsra a#rad#r 

onfall fafa 



'ufafa'FTW 3?*RTRH#, #5 
#, # zttrt afa # 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 . 

31^^*18883 (»imi) : 2005 

evimi wimPi 0 ^ scHi<tl % 1 *^ c)*) # 

Mm 1 ztpitr afk tiiAdffdhT (■’tsen^RteiPT) 

— 

31-3-2005 


HKcffa RW# yfrtNt VKcft<J ’HH+ ^Ct, HM* 'R’t, 9 45I5< W *TR "RPf, # RcmVl10002, sNfa <*wf«rl4f 
^ fie#, #-<?ra;icii, nus)m< 2, cmr yrngn^FtfcRf #i#t, #nef, trrcrarc, 

JTTE, Wy, Wft RZ'TT, ^ H«TT 3 fa# Wt**t f I 


[zM HfaM# l/an^TTTFT 8883 ( NFT1 ) ] 


#. ■% #. sfarare, ftivicb tfa uT|7g ( wr) 


New Delhi, the 11th April, 2005 

S.0.1504.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each: 

SCHEDULE 


si. 

No. and tear of the Indian Standards 

No. and year of Indian Standards, 

Date of Established 

No. 

Established 

if any. Superseded by the New 




Indian Standard 


0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 


1 IS<8883 .(Parti):2005 — 31 March,2005 

Methods of Sampling Chemical and 
Chemical Product Part 1 General Requirements 
and Precautions (First Revision) 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
ZafarMarg. New Delhi-110 002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh. Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad. Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hvderabad.-Jaipur, Kanpur. Nagpur, 
Patna. Pune. Thiruvananthapuram. 


[Ref. CHD1/IS 8883 (Part 1)1 
Dr. U. C. SRIVASTAVA, Scientist-E, Director and Head (Chemical) 
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: 3T^T23, 2005/^11^3, 1927 
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^f^vft, 11 2005 

*rr. 31T. isos.—Mraflq nrw> «{tt faw, 1987 % 7 % aqfaq q (i) %isg ( 73 ) % a r g a li *ro ftq nm > «f cl 

srfaqfafl ^RTflT ^ fa> ftH 'TOTta "RTT^f % fo^OT ^t^ aipj^pt fttj *1^ f % Wlftlt l?t T fl* f :— 


sF*T 

ri<s4! 

fMiPwn MRtftq ^t 

aitl tfH** 

'tRtffat 

^t, ^>t ti<sHi afftl 

f*nf<ra1trfa 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

ip/3tT$ ip sit 14001 : 2004 
■'refaivfta '3«tKR w-sfoMT-sHwl'l %%t( 
Hl'kvfd nfsfl ar^8rH^ (H5HI 

— 

1-5-2005 


1 

I 

1 

TO, 9 46ISt W wTPl RFf, ^ ftvvfl-110002, <=bwiviqf 


^ ft^vft, -+ld=hmi, ^i, n*n mo <w<tl<ri4f 4 'mU, htwi. u^t'r, 

=W'1^<, TFT^T, well, '5^1 (T*IT Rl<?' li H'ai^<.H fastTl %5 SHW**? 'f I 


34/311^ TT*t/3n^ ip alt 14001 ] 

■sf. \ #. aftarctre, ^nPiM, tp inpr (wet) 


New Delhi, the 11th April, 2005 

S.0.1505.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules. 1987. the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 


SCHEDULE 

SI. 

No. 

No. & year of the Indian Standards 
Established 

No. & year of Indian Standards, 
if any, superseded by the New 
Indian Standard 

Date of Establishment 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS/ISO 14001:2004 

Environmental Management Systems- 
Requirements with Guidance forUse 
(First Revision) 

— 

01-05-2005' 


Copies of this Standard are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan. 9 Bahadur Shalt 
ZafarMarg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkala, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Alimedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. ' 


[Ref. CHD 34/IS/ISO 14001J 
Dr. U.C. SRIVASTAVA, Scientist E. Director & Head (Chemical) 
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11 snfcl, 2005 

^T.3R. 1506.—1987%iWT7% (1) (13) % at MRtfth HH4* 

9.<1<iSKI 3TfV^f1 ^TTTTt f%EspT MR#7 HM=bf % fosRW dM 3TJ7J# Tli f % TSfiftit ^ tj^ fn : 


3^t 


shh 

wto RM=b( «Ff) 71041 

R*) hR'cfa W SRT 3#'sbih'd TSTrfhtt firfs? 


W 


hRcffa RFFF 




lit, TTOTT ofR Rr[ 

- 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) (4) 


1. 

3TT$ ER/3tT$ F71sft 14004 : 2004 

— 31-3- 2005 



3J7f«R R-Sitl), RTlftThf 




hr fflTRi hpf^# 




(hScll 'JTfaTO) 




57 t HRirfa ■hrciI'-i h«n, 9 xsttr T n T i, ^ fcnVii 0002, ttNfa 

fe#, ■«6><rT<*WI, %h£ *pf$ <T*IT W ^FltcPTf 3t5H<tl4l5, «10clV, Mm^T, ■*J^T7 T 7T, 

3TCPJT, liu^t, ■J'il TT^TT Rt^^RTTJTF ■*¥ fqsfc) <5Hd<*t |t I 


[TFfF FTTjyTST 34/3TT5 F73/3Tr7 FR 3Tt 14004 ] 
■5T. ^J. 7ft. tfotlRIR, ^7#T=F-^, R^l'h nyi H*i,<a ( iTH'-tu) 


New Delhi, the 11th April, 2005 

S.0. 1506.—In pursuance of clause (b)ofsub-rule(l)ofRule7ofthe Bureau oflndian Standards Rules. 1987. the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. & year of the Indian Standards 

No. & year of Indian Standards. 

Date of Establishment 

No. 

Established 

if any, superseded by the New 




Indian Standard 


(1) 

(?) 

(3) 

(4) 


1. ISnSO 14004:2004 — 31-03-2005 

Environmental Management Systems— 

General Guidelines on Principles, Systems 
and Support Techniques 
(First Revision) 


Copies of this Standard are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shall 
ZafarMarg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur. 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram 


[Ref. CHD 34/IS/ISO 14004] 
Dr. U. C. SRIVASTAVA, Scientist E, Director & Head (Chemical) 










['toll— W*s 3(ii)] 


HRfl ^>T TFJm : toeT 23, 2005/tom3 3, 1927 
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11 tofe, 2005 

^iT. 31T. 1507 .—'ikhIm *u*l < b ««j< 1 fto*T, 1987%fto*T7% <J4pWH (1) (U) %ai^*U«l^f MKrilil 

T^pii ^5i?n % 1% f^H mtoiNi 3rg^t ^ ^ f ^ •wrfto "htt f :— 


W1 

1W 

wifto 'TOfa'«Tiw(to').towtT 
to tor toto 

to SKI toflstoHfl Wlfal fitfa 

Mitofa w 3t«rar *tprto, tot 
to^ to, to oti to*tr to 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) (4) 

1. 

3n$T*R 15548: 2005 

— 28-02-2005 


siS^lMViO^ito (■^toto-1341?)— ttm wftni 

, 


to uRl*n 'tlvfN HH4> HH* M^T, 9 slSIjJt W'SHR ’to, to fScrfl-110002, sHfa i+ltotof 
to ftovfl, totrtiKii, ■q g ^) , i«, ^to, ^*to 1f*n ifiual «M < 4ci i iT ST^RRFt, quciU, 'HiM in, <|qir id, sc<i«u<;, 

^rcgt, hfpji, i T2 T n, ■j’l ir«n fato %$ f i 


[rito ^to^tl9/3Tr^T^ 15548 J 

to. \ to. sihiwh, tonttoto, ftowto tnjn (Ttwr) 


New Delhi, the 11th April, 2005 

S.0.1507.—In pursuance of clause (b)ofsub-rule(l)ofRule7oftheBureauofIndian Standards Rules. 1987. the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each:— 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. & title of the Indian Standards 

No. & year of Indian Standards, 

Date of Established 

No. 

Established 

If any, superseded by the New 
Indian Standard 


0 ) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

L 

IS 15548:2005 

Hydrofluorocarbon (HFC-134a)—Code of Safety 

— 

28-02- 2005 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
ZafarMarg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad. Jaipur, Kanpur. Nagpur. 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 


[Ref. CHD19/IS 15548] 
Dr.U. C. SRIVASTAVA, Scientist E, Director & Head (Chemical) 











4122 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: APRIL 23,2005/VAISAKHA 3,1927 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)]. 


11 sr^T, 2005- 

^T.31T. 1508.—HTCrffa f=m, 1987%1wt7% (1) % ITS (if) % *tK<fl4 HM=h ^0 

atf^pGKI t 3TPJ5I 3 Tt^ (^t) 3 TTHTttTT f^TT T1T/fe^ M f : 


3^ 


'W3*H 

TTTTTfuRt ■HRcffa Tir-fT ^ TR57I 

TnjTt^R ^ TFSU sflt fftft 

tT7Tt*R W] TT% TT 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

3TI^ TTft 3840 : 1996 Tt TT^T-f^lP^ 

7T?lftR WU 1, 

28 ■'TTtRp 2005 


(^TRI 

2005 



T1 TTTTlTil ^>1 yRvIl 'HimVl Hl-l'* HM<* ’M3H, 9 Kit?- '»rtR TFf, T* f^cvfl-110002, ^4Et 4il^id4l” 

ferff, ^fTT^vTcTT, ct^-tT 7IRJT <*>!*( let 41 4'ltfU, "HiMl<rt, ^-tscn, =bl•‘-lwrj^<, 'Jqif. Idl, 

^TTTT, TFTJT, 7 TT T TJ1, T TZ T fI, 3 ^ cPIT fin^TtTTJFJ fwf f I 


[tM 17/371#TR 3840] 

■ST. *J. Tt. ^NIW^, M7TT T? TJTS (WTt) 


New Delhi, the 11th April, 2005 

S.O. 1508.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules. 1987. (lie 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which arc given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No and year of the Indian Standards 

No. and year of the amendment 

Date from which 
the amendment shall 
have effect 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

I 

IS 3840 1996 Lining Leather 

Amendment No. 1. 

28Februar\ 2005 


Specification (Second Revision) 

February 2005 



Copy of this Standard is available forsale with the Bureau of Indian Standards. Manak Bliavan. 9 Bahadur Shah 
ZafarMarg. New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi. Kolkata, Chandigarh. Chennai. Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahincdabad. Bangalore. Bhopal. Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati. Hyderabad. Jaipur. Kanpur. Nagpur. 
Patna. Pune. Thimvananlhapurani. 


[Ref. CUD 17/1S3840], 
Dr. U. C. SR1VASTAVA. Scientist E, Director & Head (Chemical) 





[TOT II —3(ii)] 


TO7T °FiT TTTOT? : 3T^el 23, 2005/%n3 3, 1927 


2 

ft?#, 11 37ltcT, 2005 

■^T.an. 1509.—»irc?Tfa'*TR^^f^m, i 987 %fwi 7 % ' 5 T TpT=r*T (i) % _ ?g^s'(^a - ) %Mircrt^r 

RO^SRI 3rftRjf^cI *>«1lt A f^Ttr mi«ii (=pf) *¥ 777TITO fV)<Hi TOTf/foil TOl tf : 


31^t 


WR 

77757T 

TTOlfTOT 'MKcfn TOW TOt TORT 

afkTOf 

7T?it«R TOt 777511 37TT 

7T?ThlTO elT 1 !/?ff% TOT 

(D 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

3Tlf tr7T 5086 : 1993 

77TOTOT 7T757T to 1, 

1 2005 



WTO 2004 



FT 77#TOf ^ "SrRmf <#! TOW3!J7t, TOW TO, 9 TOT^TW TOTR TOrf, ^ fe#-110002, TOF7TORT 
•tf fcct-il, 'fclvt'hKlI, TOTOhrS, 7T*7T WST 'tilhfet'il ai£H<!l<4l<?, TOlcffc, kWR-T, 'byH( ,c H, TOtTOTOII, TTOU'dl, f-vHK, 

TOTJ7, =M njjt, H'l^c, RHTTT, 'y’t cT«TT A fwt i;(J TOTeTTO 1? I 


[tM kh^EpF 14/TO^ TT71 5086 ] 
FI. 7J. 7ft. ^1qi«l4 ) Pl<kl=t> TR 3FI75 (7TOTO1 ) 


New Delhi, the 1 lth April, 2005 

S.0.1509.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rules (1) of Rule 7 of Die Bureau of Indian Standards Rules. 
1987. the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which ui\. 
given in the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No. and year of the Indian Standards 

No. and year of the amendment 

Date from w hich 
the amendment shall 
have effect 

to 

(2) 

P) 

(4) 

1 

IS 5086: 1993 Stencil Paper 

Amendment No. 1. 

1 January. 2005 


Specification (Second Revision) 

November 2004 



Copy of Ibis Standard is available for sale w ith the Bureau of Indian Standards. Manak Bhavan. 9 Bahadur Shah 
ZafarMarg. New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata. Chandigarh. Chennai, Mumbai ;uid also Brandt 
Offices : Ahntcdabad. Bangalore. Bhopal. Bhubaneshwar. Coimbatore. Guwahati. Hyderabad. Jaipur. Kanpur. Nagpur. 
Patna. Pune. Tliirin anantliapuram. 

|Ref. Cl ID I4/IS/50S(.| 
Dr.U. C. SRIVASTAVA, Scientist C. Director & Head (Chemical) 


1180GI/05—3 













4124 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: APRIL 23,2005/VAISAKHA 3. i927 [Part II— Sec. 3(ii)| 


Rtexi), 11 aT^eT, 2005 

^T.3H. 1510.—'TKiffa HH4v «4<l Pm, 1987%'Pm 7% 84rm (1 ) % (15) % 3t jtRH if HRcTR 

FTTSTT mi t f%% f^TTTT TFFFT (%f ) % TTTpSR 1%T1 J N!/f%^ T^ t : 

3# 



T7Trf%r trcPt ttftt %t 

7T?ft*FT %f FTt^TT offt f?Tp4 

cTT 7 T.‘?T% %t 

TFsFT 

3TTC <fJ 


Prf*r 

(D 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

3TT? TT 14490 : 1997 

7F?Tt*H %t tWI % 3, 

15 3TOFT, 2005 


TTPTT %tPm T)Pra-f%7Tfe 

TR%t2005 



TT %7TTTTf %t Hfimf Wfa TFW TFFIT TTT, 9 W TTF7 TFT, T^ Plc#-110002, ^#4 mfrcit' 
T? fcTT, %TFFFFTT, ^STTS, #=T^, <T*TT 7TF3T TTP#f% 3t?0SMK, %TTTT, mWm, yCHtW, %P4H<[t, yilSNl, £<UWN, 
’aPTJI, TFFJT, TJTT, "JT rTTT pT^mTTJTT % fr%I tcj 4H?W f I 


[F%T RtlfTSl 15/3F?TTT 14490] 
Ti. ■jj. #. #um, %Tfw-i fn^rrr tjt FT73 (thfft) 


New Delhi, the 11th April, 2005 

S.0.1510.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rules (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules. 
19S7. the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are 
given in the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued :. 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No. and title of the Indian Standards 

No. 

No. and year of the amendment 

Date from which 
the amendment shall 
have effect 

(I) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. IS 14490:1997 

Amendment No. 3. 

15 April. 2005 

Plain copier papcr-Specification 

February 2005 



Copy to these standards arc available for stile with the Bureau of Indian Standards. Manak Bhavan. 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Dellii-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi. Kolkata, Chtmdigarh, Chennai. Mumbai and also 
Bumch Offices: Aluncdabad. Bangalore. Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore. Guwaliati, Hyderabad. Jaipur. Kanpur. Nagpur. 
Patna. Pune. Thiruvananthapuram. 


| Ref. CHD I5/1S-144‘JU| 
Dr. U.C. SRIVASTAVA. Scientist E, Director & Head (Chemical) 







[Min 11—^5 3(ii)] 


^TTTcr TR 3 TT 3 : srfa 23 , 2005 /%TC 3 3 , 1927 
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^ Ren I, 11 3T5fe1, 20C5 

^T.3TT. 1511. — 'IKifta 1987%frtrt?7% d'-tRuH ( 1) %T3r? (13) % 31 jWl , *1TW1« ^JTI 




TOtl 

■R^itfricT MKdtd HH4-, ^ TT^tT 

rtyftipi wn sfrt ftrfa 

fivtp-n vtpj tpi 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

15298 ( MFt 4 )/3TT^ 3Tt 8782-4 : 1998 

hpt 4 tfttdwrfaeh fMyifW 

wP-ft w^rt ri. i, 

W 2005 

28 ^R*rn, 2005 


*-ivfi'srffr^n ‘mnfR hiu^ ^O, Mrt-t, 9 vtif -bvH ■*m, ’is Rwii-i 10002 . '^ffwpti 
^ fovft, ww, ^' J 5i'i5, ^r=rf, nqr titoi tywretui 3iFr<i«m;, V'lcflt, Mrinct, ifwi, -wun^t, f.iourt. 

'Ji'MjJI, *t>H^<, "nu^t, 1 1H ; n, ^ 7t*tt Ri^i^ii^h *¥ fo^stO ^Ter^l ? I 


[WH *ilU^5l 19/3H?U7? 15298 (. MTn 4 J ] 

^i. 7j. m sfarara, IVe^ v$ w (wn) 


Nm Dcllii. tlie I Ith April. 2DU5 

S.0.1511.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (I) of Rules (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules 
1987. the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars o' which arc 
given in the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No and year of the Indian Standards No aid year of the amendment Dale from which 

No. llic amendment shall 

have effect 


(1) (2) (3) (41 


1 IS 15298 (Pan 4) :2002/ISO 8782-4:1998 Amendment No. 1. 28 Fdmmy. 20115 

Safety, protective and occupational Footwear February 2005 

for professional use Part 4 specification for 
occupational Footwear 


Copy to this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Slmidards. Manuk Bliavau. 9 Bahadur Shah 
ZafarMarg. Ne\f Delhi-1 l(X)()2 and Regional Offices; New Delhi. Kolkata. Chandigarh. Qicimai, Mumbai ami also Branch 
Offices : Ahinedabad. Bangalore. Bhopal. Bhubaneshwar. Coimbatore. Guwahali. Hyderabad. Jaipur. Kanpu. Nagpur. 
Patna. Pune. Thiruvananlhapunun. 


|Rci. CHD I9/1S l529X(Pan4)| 
Dr. U. C. SR1VASTAVA. Scientist E. Director & Head (Chemical i 
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Rccil, 30 Hl4, 2005 

•311.317. 1512.—-aO'I h<'+.h SI, Pm If. n STfk4)itl yn^ci ftnli SS flHk S7TS % Sip-fT?^ So Simms IS SST % 1% 

•i^T frrre k sHs mfei?r (ski <ft n» arrfrfh m!) ms 3m ms mrnr -aifafwi, 1976 (1976 mi 60) ms ms 3 m ms msm 
( mrnk' mi Af'iHl'H) fsss, 1987 % ssski % apps t am ^7 ms sir simms t fm smim wi mr amfk s m srni mrns 
sm*im w ttsat 3fR fkfsm sfrfwsfmit s as^ss km ssft sms t^ht; 

am: am, STTSm, TS?1 aifafsm? ^ »4TO 36 mt 3SmiI (7) am SSmiT ( 8) 5TR TTSS Tsfsmit SS SSTR SS7T m? 
HRS flStfsS'. SHR-d SSH ail4 <A HI? IH H am fSsFS km} '{ifsSH Sri TO ^SS! m-24/mT7 4, rnfamSK amilf'IS. fjm, 

rnfamm:smfsfsfks7 s ?%fasmm(srmk fms) %ss,fas%sfafkkfsm”t (fakmm^rsr sitst^ mm 
wi mis mn f.) ajfa fak ar-ffas fas ark ^ TI/ 09 / 2003 /S 42 simj^fw fern ms % aRjmmi wt-ti rnk am sssfyra 
m^Tifr fr 1 



hTsti (mm s^ affififil ms) ttst^ sq 4W< ( sis) k fam) % aft mkfan mri fkm-s m x^-ihts Him % fas, ?1 
ssistsH 5% fcm T rai %— 


mms 

sfir ms Reft Timspm k" fi 

’is ms mst 'jsmm k" 


am sr its 100 

^TR V^H 160 

ams^ ms 160 

■am its mi 100 

aifW.fiM 41•SI? m (SR 67/c) 

17S0StArm 

600 

875 simm 

300 St/TTR 

•^■sm w: m 

87.5 sIatr 

30S1AIR 

43.75 SIATR 

15 STAIR 

mmm mfss mm 

2 SR 

1 mi 

1 ss 

0.5 SS 

mfss mil mi mm mm 

160 TR TTS 

100 m? t^s 

160 ITS TR 

100 TR TR 

rt v i mi Sri m sms mt mm 

4 ss 66 c ) 

600 fm.m/m.*k 
uoofa.m/ki 1 

600 ^ 

1200 fm.m./sl 5 

600 fm.m./m. J k 
i200%m./sf 

600 fm.m./RT, J R 

1200 imm./m - 


f SS k a • \. TR. -21 ( 275 >'-2001 ] 

sr. t>. fsmrsrfi, farsm, fsfkm ms fkms 












[W II— tyrs 3(ii) ] 


Mim ®FT TF5rm : 3#?! 23, 200S/%TTI 3, 1927 
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New Delhi, the 30th. March, 2005 

S.O. 1512.— Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, along with the Model approval certificate issued by the Ncderlands Mectinstituut. Ncderlands is satisfied 
that (he Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of the 
Standards of Weights and Measures Act. 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Ap¬ 
proval of Models) Rules. 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and 
to render accurate service under varied conditions. 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by the third proviso to sub section (7) and sub-section 
(8) of Section 36 of the said Act. the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of 
the model of the Meters for liquids (other than Water) (hereinafter referred to as the said model) with brand name 
RHEN01K' Mass flow meters of type 'RUM 160 and RUM 100 with flow transmitter RHE scries manufactured by 
M/s Rheonik Mcssgcrate Ginbh, Odclzhausen and sold in India by M/s Rockwin Flow Meter India Limited. B-24/Site 
IV Sahibabad Industrial Area. Ghaziabad-201010, and w hich is assigned the approval mark IND/13/2003/542. 



The model (sec the figure given above) is a meter for liquids (Other than water) using coriolis force principle 
lor measurement of mass 


The technical details of the models arc given below : 


Parameter 

If measuring tube 
connected in parallel 

If measuring tubes 
connected in series 



RHM 160 

RHM 100 

RHM 160 

RHM 1(H) 

Maximum flow rate (page (>7/e) 

1775 t/h 

600 t/li 

875 t/h 

300 t/h 

Minimum Dow rate 

87.5 t/h 

30 t/h 

43.75 t/h 

1 5 l/li 

Minimum measured quauity 

2 t 

1 t 

1 1 

0.5 l 

Nominal diameter of measured 
tubes 

160mm 

100mm 

I60uin 

lOOmni 

Measured density of oil and 
water (page 66/c) 

Oookg/m 1 to 

1200 kg/m‘ 

600kg/m‘ to 
1200 kg/in' 

600kg/m' to 

1200 kg/ni' 

OOOkg/in' to 

1200 kg/iu' 


|F. No WM-2I(275V20<)|| 
P A. KRJSHNAMOORTHY. Director of Legal Mclrolom 
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HI; ftcnl, 31 NT^, 2005 

TI.NT. 1513.— ^-sO'M *H<6K TP, fpfFP Mif'H'Wt) SKI ^ 3TRJP Rnli ’IT RrqK TRP % TTTTpj TF TPNIP FI TP % fpl 
TTP fpit^ 3 ejfjfp RTSN (pte p) T T^ NTfrfp ^') RTF Nfa NIT NTT6 NfafTTN, 1976 (, 1976 *61 60) P«F NR NR NTT NTT6 
(NTFelf TP N jHKT) fwi, 1987 % TTRtif % N^^N t Nk fB NTP ^ NMTTP f TPPR Tiki NNfak NT TIP HTFN 
T41®fpT omIIJ, <<s!‘ii Nk Wr sRR^iRi^'i N <sh^ c w tHl utm <mcii <%*II; 

NP: NT, ^>-0*1 *K°t>K, 3TP NfNHTN t| NRI 36 Tl TT-NRI (7) Nk (8) (JRT TTP VlRw'-i! NT y4l’l NR^ ZV^ NNN 
RRM ^T1 fkmi, FTT. 76-8-5/3^, TtNTT% TSTfttNK Rlfc-FM, FTlfp frtTTF, NNHRjtN, RmT5T-5200l2, N1R TF7T 1JRT 
RrRiRIci t-nnn*p*}pjtt (ttIft pi- in) Trf%rr,^ rt: rtf, nt-ptFcTp wi 

3WI ((TklN FTP T6R) %NTFN <61, RpN% 505 TP PR ‘‘kkRT’t (fak Ft¥ TTPTP 3TP NTSN P1F1 TP t) NR fak 

N JM!<4 H-f. NR PP Fl/09/2004/369 RH^Rld RhNI TP 1j, NiJNtFI TP 15 ! T TTRT NR TNpfkp c t><cfl % I 

3PP NTFN frffp Tpn TTR NP Nfe kN NINlftp NmrfpTP ($NN NR T6R) PklP 3WIF1 FT6) NfTFPN WNP1 

30 Rp.pt. nr =*jppn nnpi 100 urn 1 1 wr nttntp nnrtn (f) tp ntp 5 tt. ti FRk tf Nikr<jn Nfep t Rptfi tip 

PfpTTP cTFcTTrrTF Nlftp NlkTjm TNTN F I y< 6 l 5 P ■si'ils (TRI'^ Fl) TF 7 T oldP tR'PIH TTpfflP NRP 11 ' I 3 P 6 RT 230 

RTFS, 50 FTP Wiff NTN Rlpcl TpTT TT NT?} NRP 11 ' I 

fftRtt w% y*i«M % Nfpfep n#t pb) wt* ^tfr) % fri Mr) ^ itrp % f^rq Rld<i< Nr fepi wm i 



NR NNI J 1 RT=6R 3PP NMpPR TT NRI 36 Tt Tt-PRT ( 12) SRT PTP VTIpPPI PP TTF1 RRP gT NF NITPT PRPT % fT 
3PP NPCN % 3pprm % TR MW TP % NPPTP TIT fsrfpNfpl §R1 FRT fesip, fTPTTT % NPRR NR RP RTTR R f<sRTO NpRlIpP 
TTTP l^fpfRP ITT TP F, fpfpftp TRT ^73rn ^6 RR FT PT, T'TI^PI NR PBITTINP % rfm FTTPR NT FTP MT 100 f»1. T. TT TTR 
NfT6%“F"NH%fN^ 100 R 10,000 PNT TNTTP NH rIfP 50 fpl.T. PRT TP NTTTFN NTH PH F 3TR“F” TP 

1 - I0 T , 2 * 10*RI 5 * 10*. %F, TP EHIcHT. T1 *TI|fH<+, <fpfTRT % RRfJirN F I 


[TP R FT^. T3N.-2K 282 ) 2002 J 
Tf. T, fTprjfp, fTTT6, fTT6 TT fTPP 
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New Delhi, the 31 st March, 2004 

S.O. 1513.— Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see tire figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of tire powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of die said Act. 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the self indicating, non-automatic 
(Tabic top type) weighing instrument with digital indication of “VWS-TB” series of medium accuracy (accuracy 
class-ill) and with brand name “VENUS” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s Venus 
Weighing systems. D. No. 76-8-5/3c. PRK & PPR Building, Swalhi Theater Road, Bhawanipunim. Vijaywada-520012. 
Andhra Pradesh and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/2003/369: 

Tire said model (See the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with a maximum capacity of 3<)kg and minimum capacity of KlOg. The verification scale 
interval (c) is 5g. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The light emitting diode (LED) 
display indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 V, 50Hz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to scaling the stamping plate, scaling shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices, 



Further, in exercise of the power conferred by Sub-scction (12) of Section 36 of the said Act. the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instru¬ 
ments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same scries with maximum capacity up to 50kg with verification 
scale interval (n) in die range of 100 to lOO(K) for c' value of lOOmg or more ;uid with c' value of l.\IO k . 2x 10k or 5x1 ok. 
k being a positiv e or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance 
w ith the same principle, design and w ith the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured 


|F. No. WM-2I(282V2(>02| 
P A. K.RISHNAMOORTHY. Director of Legal Metrologr 
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31 ET< 2005 

ETT.3TT. 1514.—EF TRIER R EEI F % 
REE ftEtR 3 EpJR ETSR (E^ R E? RTffa ) ER ofrl ETE EREv RfclfTEE, 1976 ( 1976 El 60) (VET ER ETC ETE ERR 
(ETScET E3 E^hV.H) fEEE, 1987 El EEEE! % OTJTE t oflT fE Em EE EE1EE1 $ f% EPTMK EERI EE EEfE E El 3E<1 ETER 
EERfctT EETtr T7SE7 Tiftl WeR EfifirflTEt E TET EER ERET T^El; 

3R: EE, ERTlE TIER, REE TfafEEE ET RUT 36 EH RE-ETE ( 7) RE ( 8) 5R1 RTE VlfEEEI EE EETE ERE pr, ExfE 
eHt ^ "SHo 76-8-5/3E1, EtETTEv V7 Ehft3TR Wci'1, EEliE fEEEt?, EERPJTH, fETEElTT-S200l 2. E1E TR7I SR 

MHeIcI EWTE EEIEE1 ®rf (EEJ*frn EE-III) ETFt “ElR^TTJT-Tft ” sjT3RT % EERnpE E%E, TEE: 7JEE, EWElfdd ERR 
REERE ( K^td'MO EEET) % ET5R EE, fTEET ETJ Eil ETE '* ql-IH " % (fTT) ~EE. E7ETc( <JEE ET5R ET<n EET 7 ) EE fEE 
3RETEE fE5 3TT? EE '5 : l/09/2004/370 EEJETTR fETET EET%, EETE-EE Elfl 3TE EElfTR ERET 7 I 

REE ERR fq^Tfl "^FE TTEITT EE RTT^R RTElfTE SREElfRE (RTcTFEf EETR) cikiH REER 17 ! 7 1 TREE 3lfEERE ''.TEET 
600 fET.TH. 3?R • J 14<1H WEE1 2 fEr. El .7 I TEETTE ETEER RRRTR (?) RT ER 100 El. t I ?TH EET ElEEtpR RfEE t MEET TIE 
4 lei VIA ^TETREFEET ElftE OTl^E^c-l'l EETE 7 I EETT?! RoFRTRT RTEtR (TTR ^ RT) EE71 EIRE hR ,, IIH JMcfJin ERE1 7 1 EEEER 230 
cjlRT, 50 TRll ErETEcff RRT fq^d ERE E7 RE? EEcTT % I 

FElfRE iRE % TETTER % STfEfTEE E7TTE E?t EER’jyl °EE?Rf % fcm, TsTTR^ El TIER) % fRE ElR«r< ET TERR RTEET t 



RTT EETTE ETEiR EEE RfyfEEE EE ERI 36 EE 3E-ERI (12 )5R1 E<d TTfEEEl EE ERIE ERE E|T ETERI ERE1 7- fET 
REE H1$R % 3T^ERE % ?R ERTR-EE El RtRR '3Hi iEpinlal '?R1 3Ht fRTSR, fTRT?E % ii-JHR 3TR TR1 RTREI R f-ilRR VR L|I ^ (1 
hT«R pEpiftn fETET RET 7, ftfEftE TRET t fRRT ET E^ ?ft ^ET, EETER 3TR EEEETRE ET EIRE REERR ET RE R1 5 TT1, El REE 3Tf'TET 
%'‘^"RR%fRR T 00 EE 10,000 EET EE RE R EcETEE ER EEftE 50 fe.TE, E 3#4ET 3TR 1000 fEl.TTT EET ETT 3lf''TE.rlE 3RR7 E1R 
7 3ER 1 ‘ ? ” RR 1 X 1 o*, 2 X 10* El 5 * 10 T , %f, Rt TRTTRE; El El ^ HH-l/E f. 1 

[Rl. E. T5ERJ. TTR.-21( 282) 2002 J 

El. E. RRRnjfri, fr^TET, Weet er fEER 
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New Delhi, the 31st March. 2005 

S.O. 1514.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that die model described in die said report (see the figure given below ) is in conformity w ith die 
provisions of Ihc Standards of Weights and Measures Acl. 197(1 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules. 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods ol 
sustained use and to render accurate serv ice under varied conditions: 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the pow ers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the self indicating, non-automat ic 
(Platform type) weighing instrument with digital indication of "VWS-PT" series of medium accuracy (accuracy das>- 
III) and with brand name "VENUS" (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Venus Weighing 
Systems. D. No. 76-8-5/3c. PRK. & PPR Building. Svvathi Theater Road. Bhawanipuram. Vijaywada-520012. Andhra 
Pradesh and which is assigned die approv al mark IND/()9/2l)03/370: 

The said Model (See the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic w cighing 
instrument (Platform type) with a maximum capacity of 600kg and minimum capacity oT 2kg The \ education scale 
interval (e) is 10t)g. It has a tare device w ith a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emit ling Diode 
(LED) display indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230V. 50H/. alternative current povvei supply 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prev out the opening of the machine tor 
fraudulent practices. 



Further, in exercise of die power conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act. the Central 
Government hereby declares that diis certificate of approval of die said model shall also cover the w eighing instru¬ 
ments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series vvidt maximum capacity above 50kg tuid up to loot) kg. 
with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10000 for c' value of 5g or more and with c' value of I x 10'. 
2 x 10 k or 5 x I0 k . k being a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufac¬ 
turer in accordance w ith the same principle, design and with the same materials w ith which, the said approv ed model 
has been manufactured. 


1180GI/05—4 


|F. No. WM-21(282 V-0021 
P A. KRISHN AMOORTHY. Director of Legal Metrology 
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'if 31 toJ, 2005 . 

■T. :TT. 1515.—Wh TRTOT TO, nfeef UlfaTOTT SRI 3^T RTTJ(T frM RT from TOR % TTRmR TT RRT f- 1% 

rtto fra-: •! Rhra mro (tor <it n? anfft M) «ro aftr tor tort TOfRfmm, 1976 (1976 to 60) mn «ro am rtr mro 
rmraii to mtotot) from, 1987 % rrrvi % appm t am ?n to mi ttmttot t fm d’lmu mim mi amfa % m aro wr 
ranmn mmr ram to Wtot RfrfeTfmn R aim-w ran tor tort itra 

TO ; TO, %TOR1 TRTOT, 3TO arf'qfvHM mi TOT 36 ml 3RRRT ( 7 ) a?P[ ( 8 ) igRT R^TT 7rfTORt mi RRPl TOrl ^T(, TORtI RT3I 
trorofm mm, 42/250, from tor w, from tot, tot m rrhjh, amRTORrc-382013 srt fafafRci mzm rto*}<tt ml (mrrni 
mi III ) mm “rtc-2o” m aimm ran t#tt, arramfro eTtroTOmra (^totottott) mm^eimi, frorm «rrs totot 

“toi” ? (TOT TTT^TR^TOTO^RTOR^mfTmTli) afTT Pm? TOfTtTO fay mi TO TT/09/2004/436 TO-J^fTO fTOTT TOT 7 . 

wi-11 tot am Rmfroi tort 11 

iTOTO^C^^ra TOfimmg') tor! rtot to to ran anviftci (2 tottorrtot) arramfem micro ttotot 

? I TTOf arfamcTR TOTTI 30 fm.TTT. TO ^RtTO MTOT100 TOT 1 1 mTORR K7RRTR TOcRTrT ( *) TO TO 5 Til. 1 1 jml TO TOPTOTO 

^fmr fr Ftoto to Rfirro totoritto mfrR totojtot ram f i tort Rtraro totRt ( to 5 tt) rto ttttto 'tR ij iir a'-iel^iR 

TOUT t'l TOTOR 230 TOeZ, 50 RTO TOT 14 til TOR f>4?pT TOR RT TOR TORT ? I 
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New Dellii, Ihe 31st March, 2005 

S.O. 1515.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of non-automatic (Table top type) 
weighing instrument with digital indication of BE-20” series of medium accuracy (accuracy class-111) and with brand 
name “BETA" (herein referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s Beta Engineering Woiks. 42/250. vijai 
Nagar Flat, Vijai Nagar Char Rasta. Naranpura, Ahmedabnd-382013 and which is assigned the approval mark 
1ND/O9/20O4/436: 

The Said Model (See the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with a maximum capacity of 30kg and minimum capacity c f lOOg. The verification scale 
interval (e) is 5g. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The light emitting diode (LED) 
display indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 V, 50Hz alternative current power supply 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred bv Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act. the Central 
Gov ernment hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instru¬ 
ments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg. with v erification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10000 for c' value of lOthug to 2g or with verification scale interval tn) in the 
range of 500 to 10.000 for 'c' value of 5g. or more and with e' value of L\IQ k . 2x 10k or 5x10k. k being a positive or 
negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 


|F. No. WM-21(332)/2<>02| 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY. Director of Legal Mctrologv 
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^T. 341. 1516 Wpi hthk hi, fafen sifaHR) sra nd imm fpM hi faHR htr hrthth, hr rhihri fl TIT % fH 
uhi fHre h nfam nfeci (hIh ri h? r *rfft hts rfth 3tf#RW, 1976 (1976 hi 60) urn mz 3tr hr rfth 

(RTS#' HI RTTFFT) faHH, 1987 % HTHHf % 3 RJ?R % sftl fH «fTct HT RHTHTT t fH FFWFT HHlR ^ oRrft? R VI TH1 RfecT 
HHFfai hur Trj’iT afk Mth ■RfrfT^-rfrr^ff 3 thjhi rhi xh hrii t^hi; 

316: 3TH, HhiIh 4HHk, HH1 3Tf^r-|i(H ^ HR! 36 Hi 3HHR1 ( 7 ) afR ( 8 ) gRI HTH vilHfl'il HI ynl'i HRt THU Hfel 
jljftfnfm HHR 42/250, TH3TH HR R%, fRjfq Rtr, rr RRTTHH^I, 3TFH<MK-382013 ST7T WflfRcl RSRR HHIHTTHR (HHR-fal 
HI-III) HFT‘Hlf-50” sjUFTl % 3THH T^pHI RfecT, 3R5R#RT rftcTT 3HHRT ( WHTR HHE) % RfeR HI, fHRH HI HR 
“ HRl " % ( ford Th 3 ^TH H7HF1 HHT HITH H?T HHI f ) 3^ 3R]Hr<R1 fHH 3R^ IJH ^1/09/2004/437 HR^HRIH fHHT HHI t, 
HRRI HH '311 <1 3TR RHifen HRTT % I 

HHI RTTHJ (H^ R? JRffn R13 ) THffo RTRl ^ RHR -SR MR 3?Wlftc! 3RHHIFH<1 HTRR HHHR1 t I ?RHl 34faH 
HR HRH1 500 1%.RT. 3^7 ^HTH RHtfl 2 fH. HI. 11 4464148 HR HR 3THRT6T (3 ) H1HTH 100 HI. $ I Ir3 FH 3TI^HV[6R TjfHI £ 

Irrhi ?m ’jfrm oREf^njcRR wfrn 3 r*Vtr618 rmir f 1 rrtr rcfrIri spife (tri i ti; TR?i cttrr MfiRm rtri 1 1 

oRRRR 230 RT 6 Z, 50 4641441 RR1 f^RRI RRTR R7 Ripi RRcTl 1 1 



*<lli l ‘ri vkz Tt MS\ifV-rl HI % TffTfTRR 'aRFHJ^n 0445141 % fTTR HTTH HI dlflH H TIHR % K-H( HRTTR TI THRI HIRHII 

44TT % ~i 14 HHRT 3HI RIRTH'-ih Ht RRI 36 HI HTORT (12) 5R1RRR TltHIH HI *4 J 4l J ! HHi HR HR Him HRR f fH HH1 
HTH H RRHPTR HfR HHTH HR H 3RTHR TRT hf^idl SRIHRl fH7R(I, feci 15=1 H HRHR RR HHI HTHH R fcTHH 3HMlfec1 HfeH 
Nl'ii^d fHHT HHT T, PlPlfAcl HHI ^JURI '% HR HI RH, HHIHHT 3TR HIHHT6F1H cRRH HHHR 7 ! HI 7RH HI 5 HT. HI 3HR Vtf'RH H 
‘fe"RHHrRn 500 H 10,000 HH HI TH R H^H'8 RR (TH) 3RRT61Hf5H 50 fH.Hl. H RH HR 1000 lH. RT. HH HI RTHHHR 
HRRIHRr RR “i” RR 1 • 10*. 2 ■ 10* HI 5 > 10*. H T, Hi HHI6TH HI HHPRH RRIH HI 7)7H H HRIJ6H R I 

[HI. R. T3R-21(332)/2002 J 

Rt. tj, fRTTRfH. fHHRH, MhH RR f ; RTH 
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New Delhi, the 31st March. 2005 

S.O. 1516.—Whereas the Central Government, alter considering the report submitted to it by tile prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (Sec the figure gi\ cn below) is in conformity with ihc 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1970 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules. 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions: 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section .36 of the said Act. 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes Lhc certificate of approval of the Model of the self indicating, 
non-automatic (Platform type) weighing instrument with digital indication of' BE-20" scries of medium accuracy (accu¬ 
racy class-111) and with brand name "BETA " (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s Beta Engi¬ 
neering Works, 42/250. Vijai NagarFlat. Vijai Nagar Char Rasta. Naranpura. Ahmcdabad-382013 and w hich is assigned 
Lite approval mark I ND/09/2003/437; 

The said Model (See the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with 
a maximum capacity of 500 kg and minimum capacity of 2g. The verification scale interval (c) is lOOg. It has a tare 
dev ice with 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weigh¬ 
ing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts. 50Hertz alternate current power supply 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prev ent the opening of Ihc machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of live powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act. the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model is be cover live weighing instrument of 
same scries with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and upto 1000 kg. and with nuntnber of verification scale interval (n) 
in Lhc range of 500 to 1000 for c’ v alue of 5g or more and with c' v alue of I * I0 k . 2 y IU k or 5> I Of k being ihc posiliv c 
or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by (lie same manufacturer with the same principle, design 
and with the same materials with which the approved Model has been manufactured. 


(F. No WM-21(332)/20021 
P. A KiUSFINAMOORTHY. Director of Legal Metrology 
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31 MTM, 2005 

^rr.3n. 1517.—^MRMMTMRMn, fMf^MTfyM)TftOT^7^fT^M3fMMKMRi%M7M%MiTEMiMB7riMMiRfM; 
mrh ftMii 3 MfMct mtsr (mH m? srrffti trdf) wz i>m mr mrm: 'MfMfMMM, 1976 (1976 mh 60) timi mth mr mhm: 

( *?rscff oRT ■VJRT'II) f-TMM, 1987 % MMMMI % 3T-J+M MMTMMT t fav RTMTcTR W1 MIT MMfa *3 Ml 3M?I MRJR 

MMT*f?TT WMl m fMfMR ^ M TTT+T -^1 5RR MRMT I^Mt; 

3R: 3TM, %MTFM t-K+k, '3+1 3Tf>-tf-i- j L ) Mil MRT 36 M)tMMMRT (7) 3?R (8) 1111 MiRIMrfMrTMt M7I mm)‘i +<n gM, *1 MM MRT 
'S'jT^MU'M V+rf, 42/250, f^RIM RH MRE. fM^MM MMT, MR TRM1 MTRTfR, 31£>TOMre;-'382013 3KT WmTMc! TRM MMWiTI MM (MMTMm 

m^-III) mtr “mH- 40^" sferBT r:trt?i rrm Trf%cr, MMfMrfcR cftepr 34+441 (mt1mm;m fira-wid^ii trfr) MTMfeRMM. 
Lsrt% Mir mu met 11 «0<ii" ? (item ?h+ mvmicF 3mm hi-oci +?o mmt i) ^tr rri -m^metm fy-f. mr mm 'Er/ 09 / 2004/438 
f+MT mmt t, mmfi mm mtrt str y+ifiiid mrmi 1 1 

3MnKT5R (MTEt^fM^dnfTfrl ts ) WWRRlffliTCytfy+'RfeT-FelirlMli MMTC) cikMM 3MMM T 11WT fafMM #MT 3TR XR 
MR %T fa^RI M7 M3M MRMT 11 ?MMTt TMfaMMM RMTcTi 40000 fo.RI. --flcTM Will 100 TM7. Ml. % I McMTMM MRMR 3TMRTR {?/ M3 
MR 5 fMv. UT. T I1RTM 3 TTM'-iqc 1'1 yf+TR f'JlH+l "?TcT Mfff?Tct “l+cillcM^ RlftiT ^TltRliK'I'l MMTM i 4M,lS?l -JoH^M) SIMIS (XJT3 5 Mf) 
V<71 MtER MfomM 34<;Rl<T +RI ^ I 34+<’i| 230 MIEM, 50 UrMIMrft RRT fMMJM 5J<F4 MT +WI ? I 



WlfLi'i m^T? % H2,if+d % 'a PiC<+1 M7TR +43^4 SRR^TTt % <alciH R <i+H % HO RF-1R< MT P+RI 'flIO'TI I 

3fR%RRMRTVR3RR RftjtMRM MH >JR1 36 ^TIRRI (12 ) SRIM?R 5flf+iRf MR RMIM MRM ^ R?1 RT7RI MRcfT % T+7 

Mf-tR % M^MlCd % 'JR RMF 7 ! MR % atcTMil MR1 fripTMIMI ^R! MRT ffTTOcf, feWI % M^RR RR MMT MIMlfl M fcTHR HTTR 

fyfyTtm Rrm TTRI t, fyfdftci 3Ht sfGTRT % MR f\ MR), MMIRm MR R-pLuitR % iil6R 3MRRR ’Ml MTM jTI 5 fR7.RI. Ml 3RR Mf‘R=. 
% “i" MR%fRR 500 V 10,000 MM: MM'MR M MfMTMd MR R%rf 5 3M R BMR MTT 100 3M MMI 'MI MiMMMM Wdl MJR R 3TR “1" 
MR 1 « 10*, 2 * 10* MT 5 « 10'*, % f, Ml MMRMM) Ml MT'IIcHM; l pfM: Ml TJfM M) MM JRM f I 


l M1.M. RM. - 21 (332 L 2002 ] 
Mt. -jv^ l| 4[fd' , fa^SIM), iMfMM: MR fMMR 
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New Delhi. ihc 11 si March.. 2005 

S.O. 1517.—Whereas Ihc Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it bv the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that die Model described in die said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
pro\ isions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act. 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval ol Models) Rules. 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions: 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section .36 of the said Act. 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approv al of the model of non-automatic w eigh¬ 
ing instrument (Mechanical weighbridge-steelyard type) with analogue indication belonging to medium accuracy 
(Accuracy class 111) of BE-40T' scries with brand name BETA" (hereinafter referred to as the said model), niiuiufac- 
lurcd bv M/'s. Beta Engineering Works. 42/250. Vijai Nugar Rat. Vijai NagarChur Rasta. Naranpura. Alnnedabad-.3820| 3 
and which is assigned the approv al mark IND/09/2004/438. 

The said Model (Sec (he figure given below) is a non-automatic weighing instrument (Mechanical 
w eighbridgc-stcelvard tv pc) based on the principles of compound levers and knife edges with a maximum capacitv of 
40.000 kg. and minimum capacity of 100 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 g It has a tare device with a J0(1 per 
cent subtractive retained tare effect. 



I 11 addition to seating the stamping plate, scaling shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
iraitdiilcni practices. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 3(» of die said Act. die Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instru¬ 
ment of similar make, aceumcv and performance of same series with maximum capacitv above 5 tonne ami up to loo 
tonne with verification scale interval (u) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for c' value of 5 kg or more and with V value 
ol 1 - 10*. 2 • to 1 or 5 - 10*. k being a positive or negativ e whole number or equal to /cro manufactured bv the same 
manufacturer in accordance with die same principle, design and with the same materials with which the said approved 
model Itav c been manufactured. 


|F No WM-21(352)/2<HI2| 
P A. KRISHNAMOORTHY. Director of Legal Metrologv 
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^ ftc#, 31 rH, 2005 

7ET.3RT. 1518.—TRRRT HR, fafat RTfaHRlI 5P0 7^ HEJ7 fNt2 HI faHR HH^ % H7HTTH7 HHTHR ft HH17 fo 
7H7 fiHT^ 3 nfilH HT7IR (ft H? SRfrfH 73 ) HT7 3TR H1H HTRHI 3#T¥I, 1976 ( 1976 HR 60) tT«?T HR 3TR HIH RTHHI 
(HIScRl HR M IhKT ) f-iqH, 1987 % 7HHH1 H> 3PJ^ ^ 'S’XTI 7H HTH HR TTHTHHI % fH7 iTlUIH U'lTl Hit 3THfH *1 'll 3R0 Hl-Sil 

hhihhi 4nu hthi urn fHfmR nRI^-ifci'ii r it°u uttr <+.< 01ifni; 

3Tcf:, -m, HR^fa THRU!, 3HH 3rf»#fSR ctf ^TTO 36 Hit HR-HKI (7) 31K ( 8) SIT H7H VlfHTHt' HR HHTH Hmt 7X1. TO1 
ntei tftfHHUR to, 42/250, f^5R w h%. fmRH nm, mm hih^ii, 317^77117-382013 7m FhPiW<i h*hr rhi^iti hr 
(^?ti9Ett^t[-| 11) HT*t “Htf-2002” 317^iTf^ (fr^^wrq 

fHR3HHR7) % jqf^r hr, fisw^ htir hrhth ‘ ‘ «fra ” | (fml^ ^FJRTmT^HHHTTcR ^ thi $) mtrfmi m^hkh 1 % 
3TT5 XTH ft/09/2004/439 TTHJ^ftlcI fTOT HH1 7. RRm-RH TtTTTT 3TR HHR%7 HT<TT 7; 

thr httir (#1 eft nf otjTr 73) hr; fmfifb ^rnfr wi^r hr ^3 jrrarfcf ( Rqfetrq fee % fxRir 3 firm) men throt 
friTERR mf>RHRTH fRHfir 30 7H 3TR ^{HTH mm 100 1%. HI. 11 HiHIHR R1HPH (f) HR HTH 5 fc. Til 11THH T^fi 
7 fafHHR Tm-Vlfn^M cRHRmrHH; RTflR 'jTRPRTcTR HHTR t I HHR7I TrHTHI Sl%5 (HIR i ft) H71R Tim HflHITH HTIH1 

7 I d'-tHr'l 230 q ll'"i, 50 c-i^t RtRIRRI HRl fq7Jd RRTR RR R.1'1 <+>101 {> I 



^lfH'1 H>£ RR H7TTRR1 RRR % 3Tf?rfTRfI RTR^pi o’H'R?'.Kl %f?TtI H?lH RR 'Tk-l-l H R1RR7 % frlR HIcRRR RT fRIRl RTIRRI I 

3m. RRmR mRRT 13RR -tffHfRHH ^T RTTt 36 RJT 3R-RR1 (12) 5RT Rmf VlfRRRI RR URTH RRR fR Ro RTHR1 RRRT 
7 fRC 3-RR HTTO % RRRT7R % ^ RRRTRR % ilrPTR 7# fRf=tRTm ^RI 3R1 fiTSRR, felRR % VFpm RTT U7TT RIRRI R fTO 
3|RH|f<id RfRfR fRfqfM<1 f^RI RR17 PrIhTm^! 7RT s-jlacRl R1 RR 71 Rr: RRlRffl MTT RTTRiRR % 7PRR 3RRR 17 ! HI 7TR RR 1 fRT. Rl. 
R1 TP urfRR: % " i " RTR RT fRTR 500 H 10,000 RRIR^ TR R R77RR RTR Rf7R 5 77 R ART 3TR 100 RR <TH1RR 1fl1>IRRTR KIRTT RRR 
7 3TR “t” HTR 1 •■ 10*. 2 • lO'RIS ■ 10*, RT 7, Rl HRIrRR> HI ^’JIIR-IR, tjtitr; RI ^RR % RRfJV^ 7 I 


[RR. R. Rvs) TIR-2H332/ 2002] 
RI. Tl. R.’J'nRfri, HR7TR1, MRR: RTR fRjRR 



[ Hn II— 3(ii)] 


MTC<1 TRm : arfo 23, 2005/^IM 3, 1927 


4119 


New Delhi, the 31st March. 2005 

S.O. 1518.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity w ith the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act. 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of \V eights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules. 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate sendee under varied conditions. 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (K) of Section 36 of the said Act. 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of the self indicating, 
non-automatic (Conversion kit for w eigh bridge type) weighing instrument with digital indication of "BE-2002" series 
ill medium accuracy (Accuracy class-111) and with brand name "BETA" (hereinafter referred to as the said model), 
manufactured by M/s Beta Engineering Works. 42/250. Vijay Nagar Flat. Vi jay Nngar Char Rasta. Naraupura. 
Ahniedabad-38201.3 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/2004/439; 

The said model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge load cell based (conversion kit for weigh bridge) 
weighing instrument with a maximum capacity of 30 tonne and minimum capacity of 100kg Die verification scale interval 
te) is 5kg. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light emitting Diode (LED) 
display indicates die weighing result The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 5()Hert/. alternative current power supply. 



In addition to scaling the stamping plate, scaling shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act. the Central 
(io\ eminent hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make, and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and up to 100 tonne and w ith 
number of verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10.000 for c’ value of I kg or more and w ith c' value 
I I Of 2' IO k or 5-< |(l k . k being the posit ivc or negativ e w hole number or equal to zero manufactured by die same 
manufacturer in accordance with die same principle, design and with the same materials with which, die approv ed said 
model lias been manufactured 

|F No WM-21(332)/2002| 
P. A. KR1SHNAMOORTHY. Director of Legal Metrology 


1180 Gl/05—5 
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R? 1 3t£?T, 2005 

35T.3tT. 1519-—fa^^ffa ffafaiqrffarm^TRqT^ffafaqtfaqqqrfafamqiT^q^qqiqHFinm ? ffa 

~ 5 q?rftfa£ if’qfifo fafeR T=frfa qf aqfrfa qeO wz afaqrc qptm arfafaqq, 1976 (1976 mi 60 ) Tim w arrc qn qprm 
mi ^ 4 ^-*) fro, 1987 % m<fafaf % aqjqq i afa 577 arm fat qqrqm % far h'imk qfaq far arfatj if hi fafaq 
qqr 4 m <4 *tu< -<^*11 afa farf'TR qftffaifafa Trqjmr fam mm ifan; 

ski: arc fafafa 'wmir, mqr qfafaqqfat ura 36 farsq-qrn (7) fak ( 8 ; gra mra Trfaqfa mi #1 mr?i p[ faqq 
hi IT* fqwuj rtqfag fates'1 ini tfsfaf Tfa, fa fat rmt, ^^Ten ?r?fat, sj« Mti - 5600 is 4 ni<;<+. gm fafafag Tm qfaqin (nmfan 
m-li) qfa ‘'trqiiq-faqr" ijuRifa afarm ij^r qffai, arqrqrteRi <rfaR iwi iwiotwi) faqfeqimr, farqfa zrrw 
rniqTq‘‘fatfarfam” $ 1farct th 33 «fa q^i<i^qfeqifan qqi fc) amffaq wfefare; an* tr fat/09/2004/440qqqgftm 
ffaqr nqi t, aqpitgq yHi"r-nr "arkt afa; Tamifvitf mfat 1 1 



■ 3 ^rqi 5 RfafRfagmmmr hr fa?i amfafa arnHitew (fam ot mm) tttcr a'-wi fr 1 srnfaT arfamfrq qqrn 30 nr 
m 11 sqfat Hjirtu hrqin 100 ur. 11 qnqm afaqq ) mrqiq 2 m 11 mm)' qm anfamjm famr g faramr m famra 

Mlffa rMIPiq^cHTTHT^ t I mmi 3W'JT=f, mgR ( gR i fat)mfa T famq 3 ' -lgf$l<1 m7glfr1 3WI 230 far? ifa 50 

T^fa y^iiqnT MTT ffagg mP* ’ll mfa qrqn fr I 

Hiifai'i tel z fat ^sifa^n mfa% arftffag% fcdi^ hiHi far fateH q ffafa %rfan* qRT'fa qTfarm'3 bu , ii 1 

afft, %=?ffa qrmiT arfafaqq mt rnn 36 ^ 3q-vru (12) sro iRq ?Tfarm mi ifafa mfa ^ qr famm mfai 
t fai '3 ^rt hTsci % 3 i^hI <4 % ^q qqrmra % afafar ^qf fafaqfai ?iq ^rqf fq<SR, fesnr^ % aqjqq afa ^qr qrqqt ^ faqq 
ai^fad mTsci fafafad farmqmt fafnfUri Tqf sqgqn%^qriqqr, uqi'-farafa %rifiqR .im 4 .i ii i ntiifn'ait 1 fa. in. 

^ 50 fa. ut. qH%fanr 100^50,0007nr^faiq, Hr-im qR afaqR (tti) afa 100 fa. m. m ?qq arf»iqr%r“T” 

qn fa fam; 5,000 q 50,000 far fast q Hcmn imn afaqqqffai 50%. m qmfar arfurnirq wqmmfa i afa “^”qn 
1 » 10*, 2 x 10*qr 5 x io % , faf, fat qm’qmmqrqiqqr^nfarm?jnifaqqjqqf 1 

[qri. q. TwnjTrq 21(90)'2004j 

•qt v ffmnqfa . faifarm. fafam qn fan 
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New Delhi. Ihe 1st April. 2005 

S.O. t519.—Whereas the Ceniral Govcniincm. after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that lire Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with lire 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act. 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules. 19X7 and the saidModel is likelv to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sedions (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of ’ SS-JP" scries of high accuracy (Accuracy Class-If) und with 
brand name' D-SONK." thereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s 'Sonic Sy stems. Raghavendra 
Building, S Mukheiji Road. k.G. I lalli. Jalaltalli. Bangalore-560015. Karnataka and which is assigned the approv al mark 
IND/09/2004/440: 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument ( fable top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval to) is 2g It has a tare 
device with a 11X> per cent subtractive retained tare effect The light emitting diode (LED) display indicates the vv cighing 
result The instrument operates on 230V. .iOHetlz. alternative current power supply 

In addition to scaling the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of ihe machine lor 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section .36 of Uie said Act. the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval oi the said Model shall also cov er die weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up io 5(ikg. with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 5».lK>0 for c' value of I mg. to ^i»nig. and with verification scale interval o») in Ihe 
range of 5.000 to 5(l,000 for e’ value of lOOmg and with c* value of l * 10*. 2\10‘ or 5* |0\ where k is a positive or 
negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same uianufacturcr in accordance with die same principles, 
design and with the sartic materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured 

|F No. WM-2I(90)/2<XI4| 
P A KRISHNAMOORTHY. Director of Legal Metrology 
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3^ ferRT, 1 XTOTR, 200S 

tot.3tt. 1520.—%^ xxttor toi, fitfero Trftr^rrft sm ftroti to; froTOX tor to xttowr riwffe 

sroi fWR if ^tHct toisr (tot^ it to^ Rtf-fa idf) tor in tor torto aTfrofronro, 1976 (1976 toi 60 ) totoi tor in tor toptto 

( HI'HI TO! 3X3TORTO) from, 1987 fe> 3TOTOTO TO XTOJ^TO $ ifr 7X7 TOR TOI TTVT^TT £ fa R'lldK VTTOTO ^ STTOfa if Ml mi TOXTO3 

TOmim torto xxjni in fafnR nfffxTOfai' to rtojtoi im iw tow xini; 

3X3:, -3171, m>-sOm xhxmiK, 3TO3 .3ffTOf3TOTO TOl TORI 36 TOll RTO- TORI ( 7) ilx (8) sTXl TO3R 711=71 Ml TOI hmTi TOR^ ^Ti, hmt! 

TOlfTOTO fa^iTO, TTM^K f^M, irq H 14=11 Xfa %. xsft. ^Tcfl, TORRRt, TO'IdU-560015 sJRI RlfiWfl TOKTOTO mm 

TOI IIDTOTOt “xrTOTni-TOt -ft" *fX3RI% 6XTOTO TrfVxT, IHWTOlfcR (ftRTO 3TOTORI (TO&ITOITO TOTOKj %TOT5RTOI, fanTO TOR? 
toitoito “tot nTfaro'' f (fan^T^TOxro^iJTOTTOTSRTOTTTOnt) in fan d^ilcR fas in? ri TOT/ 09/2004/491 «H^f7Ri 
faro mi f. ixyrnn wi nro arm in mifvR tow 1 1 



tor tottor farof?! fan :m toi tor tor OTRifta axw^ifcR ttTrr toxtori (i^wf to to ) i 1 jwfi axfaroiTO w 
1000 fro. in. in. -’jiriH hxtort 4 fe.mi 1 xxtoxr-i tortor tototxri (3) tot tor 200 m. ii rxto nro snfaxpR ^far i ritotoi 

7R ViFcii>i<i 6'lTOR'll<"TOTO mfR 3Tt t 4 J l'1<~-l'l HTOTTO % I TTTOT71 RcTOsfa SITOls (TiR ^ TOt} 71371 mIV'IIM dHsfad --Men T I STOTORI 230 
in 3fR 50 7RR TOTOTTOrf TORT faqR TOTOR MX TOfa TOTtTT f I 

iRTfarn tor to ijsjfroi tot3 to srfafxroi toto^ <3xn?nF fa fair M?fn TO htfr i tito=i to ferq it xxiHi3 toi jiiomi i 

STR TO-iJ 7 4 RXTOR 3TO 'nf'qfwi TOf RR1 36 TO 3RRR1 (12) 51X1 7133 TifTOPTI TO TOI TOT3 Hj. TO TOTOl TOXffT 
3 fTO 3TO TOTOI TO bt^il33 % JR WTORt TO iXcRfel 3RT ffeTmirll gRl 31X1 fXTSRl, feTOTTX TO 3TJHR ik 3xtt xwfr R f^RTO 

-x-riifTO 133 x 3 fiF-feid fTORi m i. fitxfi ci tri 71 x 31 % tor ?i iro, rtototi iix -ximtor -i to totoi 3 mto i ”i it ffi to s to. to 

TRqiXftlTOTO “i" TOR %%1T 500 R 10,000 ctTOTOiroi, MTMMM (TT3) 313X1X3 Xlfero 50 fro.TO. i? 3xfvm UXR 10,000TO. TO. 
ftTOTOl TOf'-XTOXTR HTTOTOTOR t 3XR "?”TOR 1 » 10*, 2 * 10* TO 5 » 10*, % f, TOl tRKTOTO TO TOTOUTOTO TTOTTO TO 7P1 TO TOTOTcTOf 

[ TOI TO ini-21(901 2004 | 
TO. 3 . f.uill^Fl, f=T37TTO, ffefRTO TOR fwR 
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New Delhi, the 1st April 2(X)5 

S.O. 1520.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority , is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now r , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act. 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of 'SS-PT " series of medium accuracy (Accuracy Class-Ill) and with 
brand name D-SONIC" (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Sonic Systems. Raghavendra 
Building. S. Mukhcrji Road. K.G. Halli. Jalahalli. Bangalore-560015, Karnataka and which is assigned the approval mark 
IND/09/2004/441. 



Tito said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-auloinatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity of lotto kg. and minimum capacity of 4kg Tltc verification scale interval (c) is 20t>g. It has u tare 
dev ice w itli a 100 per cent subtract rve'rctnincd tare effect The light emitting diode (LED) display indicates (Ire weighing 
result. The instrument operates oil 230 Volts. 50 Hertz alternative currcnr power supply. 

lu addition to scaling the stamping plate, settling shall also be done to prev ent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of live said Act. the Central 
Gov eminent hereby declares that this certificate of approval of (he snid model shall also cover the vveiglung instruments 
til similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg und up to UHMi kg vvtth 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,1X10 for e‘ value of 5g or more and w ith c' value oT I • lol 2' U' 1 
or 5' lo\ where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer Lu 
accordance with the same principles, design and with the same mate rials with which, the said approved model has 
been manufactured 

|F No WM-2l|Wtv2tHl4| 
P A KRISHNAMOORTHY. Director of Legal Metrologv 
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TO.m 1521 .—4.-si 4 tot, fa (54 ■srrf*4«+>iO srt tot) ttrjf Rifi rt Itorr tot4 % rfrtt^rf rrtvtr to rri f fro 

STOT ftiTi 3 Rfafa RTFRJ stR^ wjrfb rfif) RTC RRT RTRTO 3TftlfRRR, 1976 (1976 TOT 60) SRI RTC 3TR RTR RTRTO 
( RIFTO)' TOT 3RJHt^) faRR, 1987 % FRRMt' TO STJTOR t 3?^ FR TOR TOt liw $ fTO FTRTOR SRIR 4?) 3TRfa i' RT 3TOT RTTOrT 

rrttott torts; -terror 3ftr froftero RfftterfFrof i' itojtot ten tor tortt t^ri; 

3RT: RR TORTTR 7RTOR FTOT 3lf TOfRRR TOt TORT 36 TOT FR-TORI (7) sfa (8) SRT TOR ?lt ^4Y TOT TORtR TORT %TT RRR 
Rte/RTR TOf'T’TM %R?T, 308/14, UPIK1 TOTR, F^Rd ttRri, TO TORTt, fc?#-110035 SRI froftftel R«4R RTOI*t?TT (RTOWcTT TOi- 
111 ) TO6T ‘ 3TR RT yT' S J73RI1 % 314)4) tjTO-i crfe-a, 3RTOTOTf?T<1 <i)cH 3 , -i'M u l ( *<rI<i l P)l t l 3ITOR) % Hted TOT, fTORTO 'A\ u £ TOT RTR 
"RTOi” f. (faRFRR fRTO RyTOTcJFTOT RTScR TOFT RRT F) 3TR faR 3RJRTSR fTOF 3Tli TT^ it/09/2004/146 HR-TSfyiF fTORT RRT f, 
3TRRTSR W1-1H TORT Tsfo RTOTfem TORTt £ I 



3TOT RTFcR ( STTffcT <(i ) RTO N'J.fa ten TOR TOT cite tel STTTOTfRT 3RTOTOTftel (tecTTOTR TOR) filial 34TO< ,, I F I 5RTO4 
♦ifTORTR 'hto soofro. xn. itr =^tor error 2 nr. ft r?rtrr rtrrr 31thm ( i ) tot rtr ioort. f i TRi to stitoto^tor Rite 
?■ tTORTOI 7TF RfcTTRI sqTOWT-ITrRTO TOTfRT RTTORtpRR RRTTO- % I TORI 34)44 TTRte ( TO F TOP 7TOR frRTR RfR’TTR TOdflR TORT7 
r. | -•RTTO’I 230 TOTTOr 3TR 50 FTOF RcTORclf TORT fTOFJF TOR RT TOTR TORI F I 

TOTftRR TO? TO TOR % 3r f dflTO1 TOI?fn % fcRR RTTIR TO 7TOH R RTOT RrfiRTT. ))|^< R1 fTOH TORT I 

3TR, 4-O'R RTOR TOR 3rf ! 4fRRR TO RR1 36 TO TORRI (12) SRI TOR TlfTORf TO RRlR TOlt RF RlRTO TOFT 
i* fa) TOR RtecT % 3T^RRTR %FR URTTOTR % 3)dRd 3R! fqpi*li(ll SRI 3Rt fRISTRT, feTOFR TO 3TJRR 3TR i RI RTRlO R foilffl 
)PT t !lf'ir| Hl-i'-l fqr-iWd fron RRT F f^fifRcl TOl) p J< 341 % TOO TO RTO, R i 'fl t ’r :: n ‘iTR TOTRRFT4 TO TTRIR TOTO' 7 ! r) TOR TO 5-.R1. TO 
■<WR Rf'TTOTO “F" RTF TO fFTH 500 R 10,000 FTOTO^SI R, RcRTRR CH/I) TORTcl RfFF 50 fTO.RI. R lOOOfTOR.RTOTO vrfRTOTR 
HIH-1T RTO F'3TR “F"RTR 1 ' 10*. 2 * 10* TO 5 * 10*. %f, ‘TO’TO NFIcHTO TO 3fTO?RTOTTOTOR1 7JTO TO RRRRRF I 

l TO. R.^R^R.R-21( 139)/2003j 
it. R, fTORJ.fi, fiSTITO, WRTO RTR tRHTR 
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New Delhi, the 4th April. 2 (M»s 

S.O. 1521.—Wliercas the Central Government, alter considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said repon (see the figure gi\ en below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act. 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules. 19X7 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods ol 
sustained use and 10 render accurate service under varied conditions: 

Now . therefore, in exercise of the pow ers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (X) of Section 36 of (he said Act. 
(be Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of non-automatic w eighing instrument 
(Platform type) with digital indication of "RPF" series of medium accuracy (Accuracy Class-Ill) and with br.utd name 
RAJA" (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Radhey Shyani Rislti Pal (Factory ), 10X/14 
Shahinda Baglt. Industrial Area. Daya Basti. Delhi-1100.35 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/2004/l4ii 


UIVt.- 





The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic w eighing instrument < Platform ty pel wiili 
a maximum capacity of 500 kg. and minimum capacity of 2 kg. The verification scale interval (c) is KlO g It has a lure 
device with a UK) per cent subtractive retained tare effect The light emitting diode (LED) display indicates the w eighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 V. 50 Hz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices 

Further, in exercise of live powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act. the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover die w eighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg and up to I (too kg w ith 
verification settle interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for e' value of 5g or more and with 'e value of 1 x 10*. 2 * I0 l 
or 5*10 k . where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with die same materials w idt which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 


, |F. No. W.M-21(I39)/2003| 

P. A. KRJSHN AMOORTHY Director of Legal Mctrologs 
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«fiT.34T. 1522.— %RltR fRRRTRR, faf^d RTfaRiTTl IR1 RTTpl fTRti RT fRRR 4Tt % R7RT<IRF TTRTR1R 51 RRl F TRT 
RRR frM 3 rNf Rfeei (#^ ft r^ RTfrfH ^1') wotdtr rtrrt arfyfwT, 1976 (1976 rr 60) rri rt? artr rtr rtrr: 
(. nisei) RR ^nlRR) fRRR, 1987 % RRRRt % Th^.h f afa; FP ^T7T R?t RHTRRT t fe elMIdR RRPT RR 5RjfR R HI TR HhM 
RRT«fal RRRT Tl^Rl afa fferfR-R RftftsTfRRf R SR^jaRT ^RT RRTR RRRT T^RT; 


3TR: 3TR %RTTR THRU, 3RR RfafRRR RR RTR 36 RTf RR-RTO ( 7 ) 3TR 18 ) ?R1 RFR 7lfRRRt RR W1 RTR FR RRR 
3, 236, TRTrt faf^'l, Rft RTT^ ^TTl, W TTTRT RTRT, RdRI-l folRT, ^pT7TR-396195 SIR fafafRU '3"R RR1RRT 
R*f (RRlS'kl Rrf-II) RT^ M TTcR-22 RR F«^RTT 22 f) ’’ s fTIT : TT % RTR^T TJRR TTfFR, 61«Mlf<RR RTTRR dHR.l'n ( HRTR ?n RRTT ) 
RT RTFTR RR, fjRTRI «D>S RR RTR '' RRH R ” % ( f^RT^ FFT^ RTRIT, RRR nisei RTF! RR1 F) 5TR frTTT 6PJRTFR fRF 3TTJ RR 
R1/09/2004/357 RR^falR fRTRT RR1F, 5TJRTFR RRPT-RR RTR) 3TR RRRf?TR RiTRT F1 


3RRRT5R1 (R^^R^3R^rfRM) fR^vfd RTRf '’tR RRRTRR RR TTel 3TTRTfrR (FRTRRTR RRRT ) ^^Rlfdd RTrTR 3'1RR"1 
F I ?RRR RlfRRRIR WRR1 22 fo. Rl. <RTT ^JRTTR R4H<T7 100 RT. t I TRRTRR RIRRIR -RRTTRT ^ ) RR RIR 2 Rl. F1 jRR RRT iTIRRtJcRR 
^jfRd F frRTTRR 7TF RfTTTTcT ^TRieTRTrRRT Rlffd RlifRTJeTR RRTR F I RRR71 RcRRlRT FIRTF ( TJ7R ’ TT ) RF7T aln-1 RfRRlR URcIiin RRR1 
t I 3RRRRT 230 RleS -3RT 50 RcRTRrff RTR fRip W RT RR^} RRR11 I 



TRlf^RR R)l ^Sjifohcl RvT^ % ‘Rfri(<«w R,4ii^j RRR^ITt ^5 Irri HvH- 1 RR yleH R TtRIR % fRRJ nielRC Ml 1%R1 oini/n I 

Rftr, %RfrR RTRRT RRR SlfRfRRR rH RTR 36 RR RRRTR (12 ) SRR RRR VlL-WRI RR RRTR RRR fR RF RTR’RI RRRT 
^ fRT RRR nisei % RTJRtFR % TFT RRTRRR % Rta'id RRt fRfRRttTT JTR RRT ftRJTTRT, feRTTfR % <H JRK RTR 4«l HIH'JI R I^hR 
UT^Rtfel RTFeT (qf-lflia fRTRT RR1 ^ fRfRftR 3Rt *fRrcRT %RFl F^ ^RT, RRT ? Ir 1 6% RR4RTRTR% dln-l RRR7RR RT ?IR RTl 1 fR.RT. 
R 50 fR.Rl. (TRT “i" RPT%f?TR 100^ 50,000 RR-RcRTRR RTRRR 3TRRRT (Rn) 3TR 100 1 r.TR. Rl RRR 5TfRRTR1 ‘ ‘i " 
RTR % %R 5000 ^ 50,000 TTRTRTl'tRlR R7RTRR RTR (ipT) RTRRRT R%R 50 fRT.RT. RR7RR jlfRRRTR STRRT RT^ F 3TR “j” RTR 
1 x 10* 2 x lO^RT 5 x 10* %F, RRFRRT RT ^RTcRRT 1 jnfRT RT RpR % RR^RR 11 


[RR. R. FSR^1TR-21(34L 2003 J 
RT. R. ^-.'HilRld, fR^RTRT, fRfRRT RTR IRITTR 
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New Delhi, die 4tli April, 2005 

S.O. 1522.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (sec the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules. 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate sen ice under varied conditions; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act. 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of "L22 MWS 22-T" scries of high accuracy (accuracy class-11) and 
w ith brand name "MAX WEIGH'' (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Scientific Weighing 
Products 236. PanchraUia Building GIDC. Char Rasta Vapi. District-Valsad. Gujarat-396195 and which is assigned the 
approved mark 1ND/09/2004/357; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 22 kg and minimum capacity of lOQg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. 'Hie light emitting diode (LED) display indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230V. 50Hz alternative current power supply. 



In addition to settling the stamping plate, sealing shall-also be done to prevent the opening of die machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 ot the said Act the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg widi verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of UK) to 50.000 for c' value of lrng to 50mg and with verification scale interval (it) in die 
range of 5000 to 50.000 for c' value of lOOmg or more and with c' value of 1 *10\ 2* lO* or 5*10*. wltcrc k is a positrve 
or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by die same manufacturer in accordance with the same 
principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured 


1180 GI/05—6 


[F No. WM-2I{34)/2003| 
P A KRISHNAMOORTHY. Director of Legal Metrology 
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feBT, 4 2005 

'TT.34T. 1523.—^BTIH HRFR ■**, ftfel HTftRfiR) gRTB^ HFgH ftH^ HT fHHR HRM % BBIT^HF RRTRB Ft HRT t fa 
3HH ftHB H '®rf , TRT HT5B (HtB FT H? 3TTffa H3) RTF aftT HiR HBRT 3TfqfHRR, 1976 (1976 R7 60) HH1 RTcT RTF HBR7 
(rtfri bi fwi, 1937 % rrrmt % 3 tjfb t Nh ?r rb Rft rrrbi I fa bhrr rt! NHfq 3 hi hrh rfsb 

RRRBI HHIR TBHI Nfa fsrfHB Rftffafafi if SM^RH Tfa W RBI 4^; 

3B: 3TR RRB7, W! arfqfaqR R?) HRT 36 b) 3R-RRT (7) 3TR (8) SRI HHH UlfaWl HH HHTR HR4t ^HFI 
Risiefa-R. R?'l 236, R'HTB WrS'l, Bt RTF^ 'si TTl, BR TTRTT HTHt, RBRTfIbBI, 7 JBHcT-396195 SRI fa Mr cl RTRH HRfRrn 

HR (HRl'-fa HR-111) HTB “RB 6 HR H^RRI 30 3)" s“f3BT % T#3, HTFB d'lRR'H (ifaB 3TR HHR) 

k HTTF1 HR. fapfa RF5 HR HTR “ RBR R' ’ t (fa£ ?HR 7H% RTHTT RHH HT5B RFF RR T) afa fart JIRRK-I fa? oil? 

UR “51/09/2004/358 HH^fTTR faRI HRT t, 3R[HTHH WR-RH BtA 3TR HBlfTB HHcft 11 

3HTTHT5B (HTHfIhI 3BffilHT3) faf/fa HIRl ifBHBR Hil HR TlB BTHlItcT ( SRciilM RHR) BHHHTfBH cfBB HHHR”I 
t I PTH pfHHBR W 30 fa. TTT. 3TT7 ^fRTR BBT 100 HI. 11 BRIB HTRHB STcffiB (?) HR HB 5 HI. 11 ?fl3 Tfa HITHHcfcB 
'•^fan F fBHHM HR '/i To 41 a "'H^ninT. y lrfB BIRhJcB H'RTH % I HHTTVT ~4rR J<4. BIRTH (TRR ^ Bl) M<vl citcB mFc'IIR 3Hcf$IH HHFI 
F I BRHRMT 230 qlcTd, 50 FHB yrRNrfi RTH (<4^(1 y<IR HT A,14 RRHT % I 



Blf^TH MJ Bt HTTfRB RRH % 34fMtRH RBHRB oRcRlRT %%l R^TB BT T3BB R TTR^ B fBH HIH4S RI fBRT jTTRHI I" 

3TR, R.'BIH RTHHT 3RH 3ff-4fHHH HR RR1 36 BT 3H RRl (12 J SRI HHH Vlf^RI R4 HRRT RRH 7R7 RF RTRBT RRHT 
F fT 3B RfTB % mpn % 7R RRPI RR % ,WB 'FRT TRfRRBI SRT 3RT ftHSTB, Fs^IB % 3RJRR BR ’JRT RTRHI R i^TTR 
iBRlfB B5B fRfHffRT fRBT RRT F, fqf-lfHtl 3RH *RRBT % RR FTR^, RRT-'BT BR RTRRTcB % HBB ^RBBT HI FTR ^ lOOfR.HI. 
R 2 HI. W “?" RB%f?RT 100 R 10,000 HBBt'tB“4' HcRI’B HIMHH 3RRIB (.HR) 9TR 5 HI. R! 3RR 3TfRB%“?" RB Rv 
fBH 500 R 10.000 m: HR Vb H RrRRB RB RfFH 50 fem. HRT RR NfRRTfTR BRcTI RTB f 3TR “?” HH 
1 ■ 10 T . 2 • 10^ RI5 x 10* BT VBIBBRIR^BB^'^niRTRII^BmgeRf I 

l HR. R. 5«BI TTR-21(34 1/2003 ] 

RT. I? fHHW, fRf y B4 RIM fRSB 





[MPl II—^5 3(ii)] 


HTCcT ^>1 : 3T^1 23, 2005M7TPI 3, 1927 


4149 


New Delhi, the 4lh April, 2005 

S.O. 1523.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act. 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions: 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act. 
die Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of "L-6 MWS 30-T” scries of medium accuracy (accuracy class-111) 
and with brand name "MAX WEIGH" (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s Scientific 
Weighing Products 236. Panchratna Building G1DC. Char Rasta Vapi. District-Valsad. Gujarat-396195 and which is 
assigned the approval mark IND/09/2004/358: 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
w ith a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of l()0g. The verification scale interval (c) is 5g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The light emitting diode (LED) display indicates the weighing 
result The instrument operates on 230 Volts. 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 



In addition to scaling the stamping plate, scaling shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine toi 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 3o of the said Act. the Central 
Go\ eminent hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 5<) kg with verification scale 
interval lit) in the range of 100 to 10.000 for e' value cr 100 mg to 2g and with verification scale inters ;1 on in the 
range of 500 lo 10.000 for o' value of 5g or more tutd with c' value of I*I0\ 210 1 - or 5*IO k . w here k is a positive or 
negative whole number or equal lo zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been luruifaelurcd 


|F No. WM-2 l(34)/2tKn| 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY. Director of Legal Metrology 
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R? Iscdl, 4 wUhrl, 200S 

7FT.31T. 1524.—R.'-sV-l HTR.IT R7, Dlfed 'STfEr^TRT SKI 3R RTcJTI RT Dirk 475 % K7RTTLRS TTRTRTR ?fl ‘IRI o' tRT 
RRR fK% R RfnTcT Kf5c1 (%R RT R? WTR% R13) RTH 3% RTR KTRR7 TKfKfRRR, 1976 ( 1976 RT 60) <TRT RTC 3K7 KTR RHRT 
(RRKT1 RT STJRKR) f=TRR, 1987 % '3RRKI % 3PpR t 3TK ?R RTR RT RKTRR1 f. % KT'lTdl'T KRTR RT1 oTRfq R RT RRd RTTcT 
RRTKcn RRTTT TORI 3TU MiRR RTTferfcTRl R' RRRRT RRT RRIR RRRT T^RT; 

RR:, 3TR, %RTtR WRIT, RRR WfRfRRR R?f KTR 36 R?l RR-MTR (7) WTT (8) STR TTTR RTRdRf RT KRTR RRd 7RT RTfR 
MljDif'T.R) KjR RTTR^R, 236, RRRR fqfd'E’l, RTT 7Tt, RK RfRTRlRT, qdHIS Dldl, 3pTRR- 396195 SKI DrF- iF h n RTRR RKiKTTT 

( RKTKRT RR HI) die) 11 TTcR— 1 0 RR S'^'j KR 1 - iff Rt " RJiaell % 3TRvR77JRR tilgti, iTRTRTTRTR nidi RRRKRI ( KRRRTR RRRT ) 
RT KTTeT RT. TWR. RRC5 RT RTR ‘ ‘ RRR R " f ( f^Kt ?RR ?K% RTRTT RRR RTSR1 RRTi RRI % ) >TR D?TR iTJRKn fR» 3TT? RR 
TT/09/2004/359 RK-TSIrTcT fR.KI RRI R, W-JKTSR RRTR-RR vnid 3fK RRTfTRT RKRI R; 

im RTRRI (rF^ Rt K? RTR/fd R72 ) TTRi fq.y,Pd RTrI 1% RRT7 RT RK RR RTRlfel ( kHiT-iM yR.IT) HHTRlfdcl dlcH 
■i'TR.K 1 ! f I ?RK7 RTfKRTTR (tfRRT 1000%. R1. RK R1RR RRRT 2 %. R1. t I RRKTKR RTRRTR JM(H (?) R.T RTR 100 RT. ?■ I TRR 
TTRi RTKRtJRd R%1 X D*mRI 7TR KtRRTR ^TRRTRTcKRT RiFtci 3R^Rcjypf RHTR T I RRT7I "3cK3fRT RTRTR ( RR ? RT ) RT7T RTRR 
RftRR aicfjin RKR R I '3RRKR 230 RKR 3TK 50 RRURcff RTR Dlijjd RSIR RT RTR RRRT R I 



’RTDRR t RR RT (jRiI'-T.n '4.H % R fn T<4d RiRRJR *Rq@i<) % f%7, hvMi RT TTTRR R RRR R: {RR Hid Me RT fRTRT RRRR1 1 

3%, %RTTR KT4.K RRd RfRfRRR RT V 4KT 36 R>) RR-RIR ( 12 ) SKI R^n 7!%TR7 R.T TRTR RKd IRi Rd RRIRI RKcfl 
o % J ,'-w Hlsd % TK'JTfSR % TR MHI‘'I RR % RRRR *hI fR f-l HI cl I SKI iKI DiAld, fi .1151 T >f-|'(IT WIT 4 hi Hih'.iI R Eihh 
iliHlfSd K%R DlFlfRl fRTRT RRT S fRKrfrm '3KT ^fUcTT RT RK St RRT, RRTRcTI WK RTTTRdR % TMRK1 'RT <TKT RT1 5 RT RT 
■3FKT 3TfRRT % "?"RR % fedR 500 R 10.000 cTRTRTTtR R, KeRTRR RR (RR) STRTTRT Rfed 50 %. RT. R RRT WIT 5000 %. RT. RT 
RT ilfRRTTR >:RRTT RT^ f 3TR “?” RTR 1 '• 10*, 2 x 10* RT 5 x 10*. Rrf. TR1 R1KHR. RT T;."II4IR. RRTRTRT TpRRTRRTpR T 1 


[ RR.R. 1PRRJ RK-21 ( 34 ) 2003 f 
RT V. y.'JJIHjfd', DK7TRT, fRfRRT RTR fRaTPI 
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New Delhi, the 4tli April. 2(H)5 

S.O. 1524.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity w ith the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act. 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules. 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions. 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section .36 of the said Act. 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval ol the Model of the non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of “L-10 MWS 1-TP” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy 
class-111) and with brand name "MAX WEIGH” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s 
Scientific Weighing Products 236. Panchratna Building G1DC. Char Rasta Vapi. District-Valsad. Gujarat-VJ6195 
and which is assigned the approval mark 1ND/09/2004/359: 

The said model is a strain gauge load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with a 
maximum capacity of 1000 kg and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (c) is lotlg It has a tare 
device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The light emitting diode (LED) display indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine lor 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act. the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also co\ cr tltc w eighing instrument 
of similar make, accuracy’ and performance of same series with maximum capacitv above 50 kg and up to 5000kg w ith 
verification scale interv al (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for c’ value of 5g or more ;md with c‘ value of 1 * I0 k . 2 -1<>‘ 
or 5*H) k . where k is a positive or negativ e whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with (he same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured 

|F. No WM-21(34)/2003| 
P A. KR1SHNAMOORTHY. Director of Legal Mctrologv 
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5T3T1. 1525.— P1PPTP1, fpffd Hlfapird SKT^ HPJfl ftqf£ PI ftraR PP^ % T T5 r ^rr?L PPIPH Tl w| fpr 
3 pp ftpti P pf/fa tff^T (qf^ qr qif anffn ip3) Pie 3 ?r pip ippp- sifafwr, 1976 (1976 pp 60) upt wz 3ik pip ptw 
( PJ3eTI PI SppiK'l) fdPP, 1987 %: TTrarvf % 3PJ?P f 3frc -^P PT(T pif PPTPRI t VlMIcTR HPTH qff 3iqfp 3 Ml 3PP RfeeT 

ppipht ppth pspi wit Wt=t pfTftqftrqf 3 39<j«w hhip pppi ppri; 

Wd:, 3TP, P-iflq P1PP, 3PP wfafHPqprT PIP 36 Pif PP-PTTI (7) Wft (8) £TT1 H^P yifpd'-fi PH HPF1 PTP IPi HTTP 
PI$fd(V.Pv pjn yi-S'+iw, 236, PPlcd fpfes‘ 1 . PT 3TT^ 'St Til, PR TTPTT PTPf, Peien-s Rsuril, ‘^<.1(1-396195 gRI (dfdNd PIPP p*|i*I<TT 
ph (PPisim pi-lll) pt<^ 1 ‘Ti[vi-6 ini s'-e'-j 1711 30 - 3 f" isfWcTT% ^i^ch tjpp■? rf%n, sTpmrfeiT (fieri 3 H<t.{ ,, i (%Pei< rpi^r) 
PTPfeel PP, fpRIPT PT 1 ^ pp HR? “ppp p" f (faR? ?P% PTPTH, ^^Pd qfeel P>$I HP1 f) 3?R fpR^ dRjqfcTl fp? 311^ qP 
"31/09/2004/358 PHddfvid fell PHI t, WpPKP HPFP-Pq ^nft 3lh: Hpqf?I<T PRflt t; 

•I'M Pl-Sei (pHf <fl P? 3H<J-.f(i ^T3 ) fcejvRi W Tfq ycTiK p>I PR 'Pel 3Hmff(T ( dpeidid h<*r) (HEPPifeld (field -iM=t-.< r, l 
TTIFl^r wfaqqp WPdT 30 fo. HI. WR -^PPP itfPdT 100 HI. 11 WPIPP PIMHH 31-tUld (^1 PIT PR 5 HI. 11ITTP Tfl WlPPIJel'd 
'if'+l T- f'SiH'Ei TIP- yfd^id oH^eii KP+. Plhd WlPPlJcfq HPTP % I TTTTI doH'ddv -sr-il-s (tfe! i '31 ) HH7J (field 9 ft “IIP d'ldfTTH 
p-.tdl 7 I TPPRPI 230 dice!, 50 '9^51 '.Je'llddl ‘ITTI fdtjd vl<l<1 HT =64<1I % I 



miN<i w^fr ^iLf.d htr % iiiriii-w %f?n hutb hit #?ti p irm % fen HUdH? hi fepi ^nrn i 

ifn. ^r=fpi mem s<x\ >rf''ifwi ^rr vm 36 ^i -vri (12) sri ?iLw'ii ^1 wi ^vd p. hf 'Hnun tHt 

7. fur zm mr* % niMFri % ^p mto % sjipii! 3ifl f^nrhn gro 3«r fw^Ri, feampr % otpui dtr ott hthhi n f^rm 
vdHif^ri rrfeR fafaftd fsfrqrfpn3 f-iMfud thi pui%Hp3iP<f;, H«n«i(n zm ‘+,i< 4 HieH %ifreR^Bi'<i hi fin im iooPi hi. 

q 2 HI. % feTH 100P 10,000 (THT%'tn P, PedlHH HIH -VRTHel (HP ) 3TPC 5 HI PITPP ilfpp; 1; PIP % f?HH. 500 

P 10.000 (PE^ T5TP Pr^INd PIP Pfrd 50 fe HI. rT4TPH Slfv^dP i-.fPdl PITT £ 3TR “i”PFn • 10L 2 ' I0 r HI 5 • 1OL HI 7 . ^ 
'TPrPPI PI PTPPPPI 'J''li<* PI ^pp % PPepP 3 I 

|PP P. 35e^HP-2 l(34 ). 2003 J 
PI. H, -^'JJII^fd, fd<?|pr, fpffpr PTH TPPH 
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New Delhi, the 4th April, 2005 

S.O. 1525.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act. 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules. 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate sendee under varied conditions; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of lire said Act. 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of “L-6 MWS 30-T' scries of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-ill) 
and with brand name "MAX WEIGH” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s Scientific 
Weighing Products 236, Panchratna Building GIDC, Char Rasta Vapi. District-Valsad, Gujarat-396195 and which is 
assigned the approval mark 1ND/09/2004/358: 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table lop type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. mid minimum capacity of 100g. Hie verification scale interval (c) is 5g. It has a tare 
devicc with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230V. 5()Hcrtz alternative current power supply. 



In addition to scaling the stamping plate, scaling sliall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine lor 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act. the Central 
Go\ eminent hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
ol similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 5o kg with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of l<)<> to 10.000 for c' value of lOOuig to 2 g and with verification scale interval (id Iii the 
range of 500 to 10.000 for c value of 5 g or more and with e' value of 1 * It) 1 . 2* I0 k or 5* ll)‘. where k is a positive or 
negative w hole number or erpial to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance w ith the same principle, 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured 

|F No WM-21(.34J/2IXI3| 
P A. K.RISHN AMOORTHY. Director of Legal Metrology 
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fccTil, 4 2005 

«hl.3TT. 1526. — fHHiK ^51, mf4R>lCl 5RI 4$ 3R<[<T R4l<£ ^ [4 hk hh-I % TifHK^Hi? hhiHR ^ HHT 1? fe 

shh friti 3 Hf”hr htsr (nhl ^ h^ arnfft ^d’) w sik hr hhhi stMthh, 1976 (1976 hh 60) hht Hie afR him hthh. 
(HTSRl HU H-JHKd) fwr, 1987 % HHHH1 % 3TR*R t 3^tT HR Hit HHTHHT t % d'lMK HH1R H^ 3THftl 3 H) urh Hfsd 
HHI^fal HHTH T^HI HR faftpR HftllHfHHf H dM'jHH 4^HT HRR HHHT li?H1; 

3PI: HH HR$flH RRH41, RHH HftrfRHH HR HITT 36 Hit RHHRT ( 7 ) afft (8) SRI HRH VlfHdHl HRHHtH HRlt |TT -fom HHTHI 
T2TMT5#3T, Ht-2, HTH-RRR HT^T, HIH.K RHT, 'J 1 ’t-411 009 SRI RlPlRirf H«HH HHp-Rn (HHT*[<TT HR-111) HT^ “Zt'Z t” ?]RHRT % 
RRR TTf^Tt, XfqHifdd dtd-1 iMH.Rl ( -d4c-i H1H HHiR) % nf-Sd HR, f3TH% ■s(i u s HU HTH 1 ‘ HR HR. HtfHTHl" 7 (fdfl 
WR ?R% H7H1R <THH HT5R H^T RHI t J Rft faR 3R]HtSR fHi* RT^ "HR ‘st/09/2004/387 RHRiirf?R f%HI RHI %_ RRHRH HHT 71 ! 
HH 'RTR aft HH.lfjUl HRcft f I 



HHRHTHRfHR# (4^)ifaHHRH1HRRRRTHlfR WHWdH (2tHdRRHHR7) HtRH iTHRM 7 IIRH7I Hf'HHRH H1HH1 
30 fo. HI. 11 Finn -^-RH SHR! 100 7J1. 11 HTHRR HIHHH H<RTd ) HR. HR 5 HI. 7 I F7R W WW-H HtHH 7 fdHHR 7R 
HfcT?R ^HlddlrHRI Hlftcl HTHHrpR HHTH f. I HHRR"SoRRH:I5THT5 (Rd^ TR) HSR MfC'IIH SHHf?ra HRR % I TMHTRT 230 HR?. 
50 TTZ3i VTR ft^cf W MT H7R HRcTl % I 

‘-iipM'i VR HH r t.H % iTfriTHH 4i'H<; l j s ,J i omh?rI % fell!, M?fl4 nil aid4 R TTHR %T fdo, HldHc Hi f^THI •niM'ii I 

HTT, 'T.d'IM fU4-.ll Hf^fwi H7T ehh 36 HH TIEiKi ( 12 ) gm Tlfwii HH Wl HTd fl? HIM”11 HHHT 
7 fr -iMd HTTR % H%fR ynr’iH^ % Mrt'ld 3rft fHfHHItTT gRI 3ffl ffTSPd, [•shi^-i % iTJRR ^TR 4HI hihui R fsRTq 
HiHlfgd HtSHf WhMh iHIRT HRI T fdhfMd HHT -flHen % fl HHTHcTT 3TR -+.|4 mH- 1 % HTFR 3MHR”I HI FR1 ^T1 100 tH 
TTI. H 2 HI. HH7 “ 1" HR % fdU, 100 H 10.000 HH3 Hv[ ^ H, HtHTHH HTMHH 3RRTR (TR ) 31TT 5 HI. HI HHH Hp-RH % “ T ' HR 
% fRH 500 H 10.000 ERR HR T51 H HTHHR (.HR) 4RRIR HfeR 50 fe. HI. RHi HR HfHHRH HHdl HTR 7 -HR HR 

1 ■ 10*. 2 • 10 T HI 5 - 10*, ^ 7. R1 HHFHH1 HI HRHTrHHT ’JRTHI HI '^pH HI HHRRH 7 I 

[ TH. H. TF?'*i m-2U 23 ) 2003 I 
HI. H, f'f|l4fH, fHRVIH, Mh-H HTH fHRR 
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New Delhi. Ihe 4lh April. 2005 

S.O. 1526.—Whereas Ihe Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below ) is in conformity with the 
provisions of die Standards of Weights and Measures Act. 1976 (611 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuract o\ er periods ol 
sustained use and to render accurate sen ice under varied conditions'. 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the pow ers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act. 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes die certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic w eighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of "TT" series of medium accurac> (Accuracy Class-Ill) and w ith 
brand name "SIS.NOKIA" (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s Pratik Enterprises. 0-2. 
Aranyashwar Park. Sahakar Nagar. Pune-411 009 and which is assigned die approval mark IND/09/2004/387. 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table lop typci 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of iOOg. The v erification scale interval (c) is 5g. It lias a tare 
device w'ith a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Liglu Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates die weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230V. 50Hz alternative current power supplv 

In additions scaling ihe stamping plate, scaling shall also be done to prev cut the opening of die machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 3(» of the saitj Act. dicT ciur.il 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approv al of die said model sluill also cover die weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10.000 for c' value of 100 tug to 2g and with verification scale interval tn) in the 
range of 500 to 10.000 for 'e' value of 5g or more and with c valuc of MO*. 2* HP or 5’ UP. where k is a posnivc or 
negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by die same manufacturer in accordance w ith the same principle 
design and widi the same materials widi which, the said approved model lias been manufactured 


1180 GI/05—7 


|F No WM-2lt23|.2i»il| 
P. A. KRJSHNAMOORTHY. Dircctur of Legal Metiohrev 
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3| RrT.'ll, 4 3n9ci, 2005 

TT 'JIT. 1527. — 3-si 7 7735R 351, f*lfc-n 7lf33iKI 5RT "371 7*<1rt fl3H 77 (7717 3573 % 77717(77 7713R 71 771 7 far. 
3^1 frrTj 7 3fi7 7T7T3 (#3 7$ 37f5f3 773 ) 713 MTT 717 7T335 MfafTTM, 1976 (. 1976 37 60) 371 717 3TR 514 7T335 

(7fec3I 31 l f377. 1987 % 37331 35 3T^1 7 3TR ^7 3T3 35T 7M1731 7 f35 M'lMU W1 351 M7f3 7 HI 733 TtTR 

73I33I TTIR jtjttj 3TTT MtI TflfPlflTTl 7 WJTR 731 77H 35T31 TTTTT; 

77: 3T3 %3T17 7T31T, 333 MfMfTTM 3513K136 351373KI(7)5iTR(8)5RI 773 ¥lf3371 351W1 3^ 153 ™ wr 
UcOTTI^pjJ, 3T-2, 3H7777T 7135, 7I3K i'K, 77-411009 SjRl f-1 f*4<1 7 v -77731371 37 (731371 77-111) ^TTc% " T fl 775 1 ' ^jOdl 
T M3535 7£337f73, MWMlfad cTtcTT 373517 (^Wt TO1) 35 7T7R351, f3RT35 3R7 35T 717 ‘' 77 3TT? 77. HiF-VH ” 7 ( f37 
?*h 4. T T7 i TTfF"337 hTscI'TCT 771 %) 3TTT far?) 3-t-jHlrS-l f3f 37? T(3 Tf/09/2004/388 JJHjtjftfm f3531 771 7. 777173 ynl'R 
73 WTT 37T 335lf?T3 TRrfl 11 



337 7T5R (3^7) ^tSTT135R351 MRTtc3 373lfT3 3l^Mlfclci (7^37517 T135R) fl'ld-i J'H'+.< 1, 17 I *7'+.l Mt33.ci3 W77I 

300 f35. Til. MTT ' = *J777 $1731 1 f35. HI. $ I 7173173 MT7MT3 MfUld (f) 33 MR 50 TIT. 11 1(35 Ml37<Jc77 'jPw 7 f37351 713 

3f7?T3 °335<37Tc735 Mlftll ■MI^M^R TIM13 % I 3373(35 SI'-lls (1(31^ ) 7371 old7 tItMIM 373f$I3 35T317 I TT35T I I 230 

7133 3pR 50 TT 3 ^ 773t3?ff 3RT Alsjtl 73T3 77 3 >l 4 35T31 1? I 

TTlfalM' T 3t3 35t'^StltTR 3R%% JhRiA'KI <*>4<J7'4 <>H3fciTl % fTTR 7?fr3 35t <aldH ^ <.13-4 % fci(( HidMG MT F^/ii jUTMTI I 

vfrr, 3.-si3 MT35K 333 37^^133 37 3RI 36 3^ 37MRT (12) UR1 773 7lf3371 351 7717 35T3 T£M 77 TPRIl 35731 
7 1% 333 MT577 % 31^7173 % 7TT TMTTTR % STTFftT 3MT [qAinini 7R1 ^TM fM55TM1, Ps'ill^'l 35 3RJMR 3TR 3M1 MTMTTI M EiTMM 
3T^Mtf7cT MfTR f7f3Amf357177lt faftfRcT 3MT *jT373I % f\ ^3T, M7IM31 3TR 37771733 % 3R33 3735R1 MI 7T7 531 5 71. 71 
^7# 3Tf735% "i” MR%fRT( 500^ 10,000 735 35p^53TM. 317713 (77) 3RR1R 7f73 50 f35. 71. 7 3 tAT 35 1000 f35.71. 335 33 
3lf73RT7 HTTtHTTR 7 MTT “^” 7R 1 x 10* 2 x 10*71 5 x 10* %5 f, ’31 73IV73. 71 -4j''llr33. 7"113. 71 7p7 35 733^ 7 i 

[751. 7. 735TJ TJ7-21( 23 )/2003 | 
71. 7. (777135. (7f735 MR fTiTR 
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New Delhi, the 4th April. 2005 

authority" is satisfied that th^Mcdel^ tllC rCp ° n sut J millcd 10 >' b > 'he prescribed 

pnn isions or the Standards of Weights and Measures Act i 976 irt) oMo?,-' C " b f'°" e ) 1S confom " ,v u "h the 

^SS^“='“==ss 

brand name "SIS NOKIA" f f F CS of mcdiu,n accurac ,V (Accuracy Class-Ill) and with 

Piir ,. Sil „ ilki , r N;lSiir . * 3 - 2 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platlonu type) with 
a maximum capacity of .100 kg and minimum capacity of I kg. The verification scale interval ( 0 ) is 30p. It has a l.uc 
dev ice with a IUO per cent subtractive retained litre effect. The light emitting diode (LED) display indicates the weighing 
result The instrument operates on 270V. 50H/. alternative current powe- supply 

In addition to scaling the Stamping plate, scaling shall also be done to prci cut the opening of the machine for 
imuduicm practices. 

further, in exercise of the powers conferred b> Sub-section (12) of Section ,V> of (he said Act. the Central 
f io\ ennnem hcrcb\ declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also covet the weighing mstimucins 
ol similar make. nccunicy and performance of same series w ith maximum capucity above 50kg and upto HMKtkg w ith 
wrilicalion scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10.000 for 'e value of 5g or more and wilh 'c value o r 1 *10* 2 • (tr 
tir 5 • K.r whore k is a positix c or negative w hole number or equal 10 zero manufactured by the same matu.I.icturcr in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with Use same materials with which, the said approved modrl It,is been 
maiml act urcd. 


IF No WM-aitllVilWlI 
I’ A KRISHNAMOORTHY. Dircclorot Legal Meuolnm 
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Rf fefa, 4 Mfacl, 2005 

3TT.3R. 1528.—fa-sEi R7RR R>1, Rife4 illfM^wO SIR fa) yfi^ci Rw)4 ’ll Ftth Rvfa fa MVTl<lRT fa RRT 7 fa 

344 ft^ie R fafacl RTScI (fa# fa R? MT^fal faO RH fa# RTR RTRRi 3TMfa7R. 1976 (1976 RH 60) R*1T «fIH MR RTO RFRf 
(RTTfal R1 M^RKi) ftRR, 1987 fa 3R3jfa % 3RJRR % far fH Riel fat RRTRRT f fa TIMldK RRTR fa) afatj fa fa 344 Rfecl 

RRifan rrir r3ri fai fafv=r Rfifaiffafat fa 3 R 344 fan rstr rtirt Tfan; 

Mil: MR fa^TR RTRiK, 34d MfRRl'lH fa) RRT 36 fa)3RRRT (7 ) MR (8 ) SKI URR Vlffalfa RvT A 41‘I 4>fa Tj77MRR IRII^- 
falMRET faffafa?. 4. 377/22, 6fa^, faRRRRlfal, faTfal-S60027 5RlffafaRRRIRRRfaRM(RRlfallR T )-III) RTM “faRR- 
4 15 ( ffatfl./fa). ) ’ ’ 1 'f^R1 % M =htt, 'IT1 R%rt, MWTlfclct <i)cTT RRRRT’I (RfaMRlfa RRR) fa RTS01 RTT, ffaRRi Kiui R7I RTR 
‘ ‘ "RR” 7 ( fRR TR*f >1VRIt( 344 RT3F1 WIRRl f) MR ffafa M jHK4 f#$ MT^ R4 fa/09/2004/390 RRjfafal faRT RRT %. 
M1RICR RRR-RR RTRT MR RRfa7T4 RRcft 11 

344 RTSct (fa# fa R? MTffal fas ) RRM MTHfeRcl MWTfl4 MW v 4lffacl facTT RR'+K"! (WRSTR 3PFR MI) £ I 

trri mtrrrr mrrt 600 fa. m mr ^rrrr ^rmn 2 fa. m t1 Rorrrrtrrtr afaiei ( i ) ri rh ioo ri. i i ^rr rr; mirrttrr 

RT44 7- falRfl 7T4 SlfilSW RTfMRTrRM ^TfTcT MIRROR RRTR % I $Hfa- "5°RRTR fa) MTR4R (fa. RT. fa efel fa faRTTRtR) fa 
faffafafa RR4 fa TjfmiT f1 ffafa UfdfaRl R4R (RtRR 5 fa) RS?) cffaR MfP'IIH RRR11 I TTRR 230 kr? MTT 50 ?7fa 

TF’R fa S4TR faR4 RRR RT R1TR RTRT T I 



’-iiffan fae fa rttt'+'i ifa % 'faiffa rjr^i »wki % fat? r#i fa farfa r wr % fan. fa farfa fa RiRfa i 

MR, '*■ ~i\A RTTK RRR sfajfRRR fa RRI 36 fa RRRTR (12) 5R1 RRR TTfalRT RTI TRIR RTRt TTR RR RlT'll Rv7R1 
7 fa a-44 Hilc-i fa ai-^HK-l fa TR RRTTm fa MO'lcl a fa RtRifaoi ^R1 4Ri fa Til -4, f ^ il^ fa MRRR MR 3 fa R7RR1 R faRR 
i114[fan RTTR TRffaRR fa'H RR1 7 .. TfafaRR 3R1 ^<3<rll fa RR fa Ref. RRlfal : MR RlfaTTRR fa 4K43 RntK"I fa faR fa 5 RT. ’ll 
3RR fa'RFfa "fa' RRfa fan ?00 R 10.000 RRT fa fa R MI'IHH (TRJ MIRTR RTfRI 50 fa Rl. R fafaf MR 1000 fa.RI. RRT 
fa 'Mf 4 RFrTR MRRI RTfa 7 MR '1"^n • 10’. 2 * 10* R! 5 ■ 10 T , fa fa fa MnkqR: RT 4;'i||rH'T, R^fa R1 TpR R RR7f^ 7 i 

[RI. Ro 107 , 2004 t 

fa T? RRRRfH, fafaR, faTwr^r trr frjRTR 
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New Delhi, the 4th April, 2005 

S.O. 1528.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to i( bv the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act. 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules. 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy ovei periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions: 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act. 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model ol non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of ”DS-415(KG/1)” scries of medium accuracy (Accuracy Class-Ill) 
and with brand name "ESSAE" (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s Essae-Tcraoka Limited 
No. 377/22. 6th Cross. Wilson Garden. Bangalore-560027 and which is assigned the approv al mark IND/09/2004/390 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity of 600 kg. and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (e) is lOOg. It has a tare 
device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect, ll has facility for converting mass to volume (kg to litre 
conversion). The Vacuum Florcsccnt Display (VED) display indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 
230 Volts. 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 



In addition to scaling the stamping plate, scaling shall also be done to pntvcm the opening of the machine tor 
fraudulent practices. 

Further in exercise of the powers conferred bv sub-section (12) of Section 3(> of the said Act. ihc Ccmr.il 
Government hercbv declines that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5(>kg ;uid ttpio looukg vv till 
verification scale interval (n) in tlic range of 500 to 10.001) for c'value of 5g or more and with c value of I -lov 2 I o' 
nr 5 • I o', vv here k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured bv the same manufacturer in 
accordance vvilli the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approv ed model lias been 
niamifaclnred 

(F No. WM-2!(l07y2i)i>4| 
P. A KRISHNAMOORTHY. Director ol Legal Mclroiogv 
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i)<j)fdPTM 3^7 Ui«J>fo«r> far H5id4 
li 21 37$?!, 2005 

5KT. 3TT. 1529.— 7W5H7 if 4g)forq5 3t)7 «Pl5| m$Mo1l$H (ijPt if vJMifT'i £ 3fPl55T7 55 3T3pl) 3lf?fpT55. 1962 (1962 55 

so) (Rtt) 5 ^f. $7i5> wEfTrT u<fii 5>m put ft ) 5?) sjjtt 3 5l) ^wri ( 1 ) apfPi vfrrtf 5 D 5 ^ hitp 717557 <$ 

3fr? U'^ftch % MrlTTTO 5>t 3ff&7J55T 7T75JT 5535. 97 TTTfaj 3 5155$). 2005, uft MTTcT cfi 7K555 cTTf^3 8 5155$). 

2005 if U4>l%f 5?l eft, gTTT 571 3lfS)7J55T ^ 7ToF5 aPJTJrf) if PfPlf^ gPt <f 5KT54?T TT^FU if HI5<"U1 (?4)7) 7i7«4Tq5 

7 ) 7155 if ftiiiFn 15 m fccrft tt^Pj 7MUT=ff gpi if ftsiwi 55 ; i)s;)fci5H 35551 4; qft5?5 5 ) f^ g^-HiHc-Hi 

M l gMcHg H ftTHK mRm I viH I $ 5P55 7) -HT-m 557Mp7T5 fcHPliPs 6fT7T MT35dl$5 ftwPt 5* U 4)315 51 fox’ OTZfm $ 

3lPl<N< cf5T 3)vjfd 4> AtM-) 3U?I5 4) EJl<1 u ll 3?f ?Jf | 


3fk v5^rf 7T5TO5 3lfs)7J55T 5x) afiPlT 5T5rtT cRf fTTfka 27 uH<l$) 2005 51) 35eW 517T 4) 5^ «fl ; 


3ft? 71S15 111055$) 35x1 3tPtPl55 5$) yiit 6 

5?f gtjgrTr (l) $> 3TEfr=T. ^Pl 717557 7f>T 315=1) t ^1 t ; 

3f)7 5l'4Pj 717557 4. 39x1 Rh 14 XJ7 f4tTT7 9Wi| cf> i4^r(K1 , 3ftr 5? 7i5ltlM ?) VJ1I-I >77 f4> 59x1 gPl CJT5H01I5H RuH 5) 

vJliffsId $, 371*) 3H<lVl <t> 9|09>W <T>1 9W*) 9>l fx)plf5*l9 (<)>4I § , 


3RT- ara. 4P4PJ H7557. ^5xT 3iP)Pr5H 5?t sjtti 

6 5 D \35EfT7T (l) gTTT Hfirl Tlftfraf 55 n4l*l 517^ K 1 J. 5? v]fq u ll 5>77ft f^5 

3ig7j4) A ftPfRv 355 =jP? if m^di^H f4w=f 4i P 17 3m4Pi 4> 310557 55 315)5 f4nn vrfmi ff 

; 

3f)7 •Ti'xTld flWI a«W 3TplP)i|T| g?t STRT 6 vlHUKI ( 4 ) SKI Hfirl Sdftviii'f c}5T h4)‘I ^7^ ^1. 0? R^?l ^<fl t ftp 

HP? if vJHOVl cPT 3rf^g>T7 f71 qfW ^ H*|!fH cA fTl^Q ^f c^^pj 7TWT? if pfptcT ?Pf ^5) STOTTIJ, 7T»ft PfcvPlPf 7f TRT, 

•OTct if^tfctOO pfPf^g if Pff%cT Pm 

1 



3T^t 


clg'tfld : ^cIPH 

fyToTT : ^5171 

7p37i : hkit^ti 

3^0 14IM 551 HIM 

7T# 557 

^TOPel ^4<^7J7 if 

1 2 

3 

4 

1. BtftlMH 

1(54)) 

0.0780 


107 

0.1368 


105 

0.4250 


106 

04824 


101 

0.0540 


99 

0.2844 


95 

0.1296 


96 (?no ttscr) 

0.0228 


70 

0.1476 


62 

0.5400 


72 

0.0046 


73 

0 0640 


60 

0.5040 


4(54)) 

0.0678 

2. fM75 

214(54)) 

0.0360 


256 

0.2840 


278 

0.2080 


275 

0.0940 


276 

0 1080 


283 

0.1728 


282 

0.1296 


291 

0.0166 


290 

0.3600 


294 (7TJ0 7T350 

0.0216 


296 

0.1800 


304 

0.1584 


299 

0.0056 


300 

00720 


303 

0.1440 


313 

0 1836 

- 

314 

0.2700 
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1 2 

3 

4 


317 (?TTO 

0.0360 


316 

0.0180 

3. 3TT5 

356 

0.0360 


307 

0.0540 


310 

0.1152 


313 

0.1260 


314 

0.0738 


315 

0.0900 


316 

0.0954 


317 

0.0054 


319 

0.0054 


320 

0.3888 


288 

0.1080 


287 

0.2073 


274 

0.1368 


275 

0.0684 


276 

0.1098 


277 

0.2883 


266 

0.0324 

4. «Ul'l$ 

1063 

0.0432 


1064 

0.0216 


1065 

0.0054 


1066 

0.1422 


1091 

0.0684 


1072 

0.2985 


1074 

0.1288 


1075 

0.0972 


1076 

0.0252 


1077 

0.1512 


1078 

0.0972 


1133 (mo 

0.0342 


1188 

0.0756 


1174 

0.1728 


1176 

0.0900 


1177 , 1178 

0.0828 


1186 

0.0791 


1185 

0.2016 


1208 

0.1044 


1209 

0.0134 


1210 

0.1440 


1212 

0.1620 


1213 

0.0252 


1225 

0.0360 


1224 

0.1098 


1223 

0.1080 


1226 (ttto 

0.0288 


1291 (?TT0 ^ 

0.0288 


1290 

0.1458 


1289 

0.1008 


241 

0.0720 


421 

0.3002 


420 

0.0890 


419 

0.1332 


191 

0.1962 


201 

0.4777 


. 200 

0.3114 

- 

210 

0.3312 
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2 

('Jll'ft.) 




3 _ 

209 

212 

275 

215 
274 

216 

217 

218 

219 
222 

223 
221 

220 

224 
227 
235 
234 
233 

486 (?no Tjf*r) 

405 

406 

407 

408 

409 
460 

410 
416 
415 
420 

426 

427 

429 

430 

431 

185 

186 
126 
127 

129 

130 
40 
11 
10 
9 
8 

20 

107 (?no lift) 
84 (?no 

39 

40 

41 
61 
60 
64 
82 

82/118 


4 

0.0054 
0.0324 
0.0972 
0.2308 
0.2106 ' 
0.0180 
0.2012 
0.1482 
0.0253 
0.2808 
0.0216. 
0.1224 
0.0090 
0.0036 
0.0060 
0.3096 
0.2646 
0.0360 
0.0380 
0.2325 
0.1800 
0.1586 
0.1721 
0.1232 
0.1800 
0.0900 
0.2880 
0.0090 
0.4320 
0.1152 
0.0876 
0.1627 
0.0576 
0.1620 
0.0090 
0.2376 
0.1260 
0.2430 
0.1800 
0.3060 
0.4770 
0.1008 
0.1080 
0.1152 
0.1350 
0.0360 
0.0360 
0.0540 
0.2196 
0.2880 
0.0288 
0.0900 
0.0900 
0.3330 
0.5256 
0.1260 
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1 2 

3 , 

4 

KKbsilfiiiflH 

78 

0.3060 


74 

0.0090 


75 (momsm) 

0.0360 

7. 

43 (mo 

0.0360 


123 

0.2074 


46 

0.0216 


45 

0.0090 


44 

0.1260 


122 

0.0198 


37 

0.1800 


36 

0.0180 


38 

0.2183 


30 

0.1951 


12 

0.3174 


13 

0.0540 


7 

0.0216 


8 

0.2749 


6 

0.0360 

8. Pl<Dci«T> 

95 

0.0450 


93 

0.5086 


101 

0.4657 


82 (mo mmj>) 

0.0360 


73 

0.1011 


71 

0.3502 


70 

0.0936 


52 

0.1044 


34 

0.0540 


29 

0.3924 


30 

0.0180 


26 

0.1440 


24 

0.0180 


25 

0.0090 


9 

0.1890 


10 

0.2196 


11 

0.4981 


1 (mo ijf*r) 

0.0360 

9. 

368 

0.0648 


367 

0.4356 


366 

0.1928 


362 

0.1350 


363 

0.5670 


365 (mo mm) 

0.0252 


159 

0.2556 


156 

0.0540 


158 

0.0540 


154 

0.0270 


152 

0.1170 


153 

0.0108 


133 

0.0180 


132 

0.1872 


130 

0.4392 


109 

0.0090 

10. Rilcllvjfl^l 

83 

0.2494 


47 

0.0054 


48 

0.4230 


32 

0.2040 


1180 G1/05—e 
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4 ! ()•! 


10. (virrft) 


11. TTTefTRMt 


12 . 


13 . '^fr 


31 

0.1440 

29 

0.1656 

28 

0.1674 

62 

0.0324 

9 

0.0288 

7 

0.4986 

3 / 190,16 

0.0180 

20 

0.3456 

21 

0.4620 

31 

0.1314 

32 

0.1440 

33 

0.2970 

1 

0.0288 

363 

0.0360 

339 

0.1800 

338 

0.0900 

337 

0.0900 

334 (ttto w?>) 

0.0288 

333 

0.1260 

328 

0.2448 

327 

0.3240 

326 

0.0180 

323 

0.0270 

280 

0.1548 

322 

0.0054 

318,319 

0.2610 

317 

0.2970 

284 

0.2880 

285 

0.1080 

289 

0.0684 

286 

0.0810 

255 

0.0630 

245 

0.3796 

247 

0.2871 

220 

0.1980 

219 (TTTO TT?ZT>) 

0.0324 

206 

0.5040 

205 

0.0180 

310 (tito ^rraT) 

0.0270 

288 

0.5004 

306 

0.1404 

289 

0.2700 

293 

0.0720 

281 

0.2538 

266 

0.3168 

269 

0.0180 

268 (ttto 

0.0090 

258 

0.1440 

259 

0.1170 

260 (ttto ^rrar) 

0.0720 

240 

0.0363 

243 

0.0756 

145 

0.0180 

170 

0.1440 

170/425 

0.0450 

199 

0.1440 
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1 _ 1 

13! ( ^ t ¥ ) 


14. 


15. TOg-Sdl 


16. TpWl-ft 'i'llId 


3 4 


176 

0.7596 

178 

0.1620 

179 

0.1440 

181 

0.4500 

216 

0.0360 

263 

0.0630 

255 

0.0396 

254 

0.2700 

252 

0.0396 

253 

0.0684 

446 

0.0180 

" 481 

0,0396 

480 

0.0792 

477 (mo 

0.0360 

476 

0.1530 

472 

0.0585 

471 

0.0612 

468 

0.1008 

466 

0.1080 

463 

0,2160 

448 

0.2484 

447 

0.1044 

, 445 

0.1116 

443 

0.1188 

396 (fo ’jf*i) 

0.1080 

393 

0.0792 

394 

0.1080 

392 

0.0054 

325 (5TTT0 *TTeTT) 

0.0090 

326 (mo ->jPr) 

0.0180 

321 

0.0612 

320 

0.0900 

319 

0.0090 

317 

0.1764 

307 

0.0630 

308 

0.0144 

135 

0.1800 

132 

0.0360 

134 

0.0630 

127 (TITO ijft) 

0.0234 

126 (mo •ttctt) 

0.0180 

125 (mo 

0.0630 

124 

0.1440 

121 

0.1636 

120 

0.0090 

119 

0.1944 

845 

0.0180 

855 

0.0720 

856 

0.0900 

857 

0.0900 

858 

0.1530 

859 

0.4410 

860 

0.0054 

832 

0.0936 

833,824 

0.1710 

825 

0.3168 
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1 2 3 

4 

16. 'fffcjpft Tflqra (ullfl.) 822 

0.0720 

826 

0.0540 

806 

0.0684 

793 

0.4644 

791 

0.1404 

184 

0.1530 

185 

0.1026 

179 

0.0810 

167 

0.1620 

168 

0.0126 

165 

0.2376 

164 

0.0288 

17. uMifaTli 457 

0.1260 

490 

0.1422 

488 

0.2094 

487 

0.1800 

477 

0.5580 

476 

0.3690 

474 

0.0180 

475 

0.1211 

522 (wo 

0.0720 

524 (wo ijft) 

0.0630 

525 

0.3510 

529 

0.0900 

527 

0.1800 

544 (wo wscf>) 

0.0180 

382 

0.1080 

381 

0.1512 

379 

0.0576 

377 

0.0360 

376 

0.0968 

375 

0.0810 

343 (wo ■iidi) 

0.0360 

321 

0.3276 

319 

0.4266 

320 

0.0090 

290,291 (wo =m) 

0.0288 

289 

0.0090 

288 

0.1800 

287 (wo wsa?) 

0.0216 

286 

0.1800 


[WHG3TR0-31015/65/2004-311 3TN- II ] 
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MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

New Delhi, the 21st April, 2005 
S. O. 1529. — Whereas by a notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas 
number S.O.97 , dated the 3 rd January, 2005, issued under sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines'tAcquisition; of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), 
published in the Gazette of India dated the 8 th January,2005, the Central Government declared its intention to acquire the 
right .of user in the land, specified in the Schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for 
transportation of petroleum products through Mumbai-Manglya Pipeline Extension Project from Manglya (Indore) 
terminal in the State of Madhya Pradesh to Piyala in the State of Haryana and Bijwasan in the NCT of Delhi by Bharat 
Petroleum Corporation Limited; 

And whereas the copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public on the 27 th February, 2005; 

And whereas the competent authority has, under sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, submitted report to the 
Central Government; 

And whereas the Central Government, after considering the said report and on being satisfied that the said land is 
required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire the right of user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the said land, specified in the Schedule, is hereby acquired for 
laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby directs that the right of user in the said land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central 
Government, vest on the date of the publication of this declaration, in Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited, free from 
all encumbrances. 

SCHEDULE 


TEHSIL : DEWAS 

DISTRICT: DEWAS 

STATE : MADHYA PRADESH 

S.No. NAME OF VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 2 s 

3 

4 


1 . 


HOSHIYARA KHEDI 


1. (River) 

0.0780 

107 

0.1368 

105 

0.4250 

106 

0.4824 

101 

0.0540 

99 

0.2844 

95 

0.1296 

96 (Govt.road) 

0.0228 

70 

0.1476 

62 

0.5400 

72 

0.0046 

73 

0.0640' 

60 

0.5040 

4 (River) 

0.0678 

214 (River) 

0.0360 

256 

0.2840 

278 

0.2080 

275 

0.0940 

276 

0.1080 

283 

0.1728 

282 

0.1296 

291 

0.0166 

290 

0.3600 

294 (Govt.road) 

0.0216 

296 

0.1800 

304 

0.1584 

299 

0.0056 

300 

0.0720 

303 

0.1440 


2 . 


SIRONJ 
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1 _ 2 _ 

2. SIRONJ (Contd.) 


3. ANT 


4. BAIRAGARH 


3 


313 

0.1836 

314 

0.2700 

317 (Govt.road) 

0.0360 

316 

0.0180 

356 

0.0360 

307 

0.0540 

310 

0.1152 

313 

0.1260 

314 

0.0738 

315 

0.0900 

316 

0.0954 

317 

0.0054 

319 

0.0054 

320 

0.3888 

288 

0.1080 

287 

0.2073 

274 

0.1368 

275 

0.0684 

276 

0.1098 

277 

0.2883 

266 

0.0324 

1063 

0.0432 

1064 

0.0216 

1065 

0.0054 

1066 

0.1422 

1091 

0.0684 

1072 

0.2985 

1074 

0.1288 

1075 

0.0972 

1076 

0.0252 

1077 

0.1512 

1078 

0.0972 

1133 (Govt.road) 

0.0342 

1188 

0.0756 

1174 

0.1728 

1176 

0.0900 

1177, 1178 

0.0828 

1186 

0.0791 

1185 

0.2016 

1208 

0.1044 

1209 

0.0134 

1210 

0.1440 

1212 

0.1620 

1213 

0.0252 

1225 

0.0360 

1224 

0.1098 

1223 

0.1080 

1226 (Govt.road) 

0.0288 

1291 (Govt.Land) 

0.0288 

1290 

0.1458 

1289 

0.1008 

241 

0.0720 

421 

0.3002 

420 

0.0890 

419 

0.1332 

191 

0.1962 

201 

0.4777 

200 

0.3114 

210 

0.3312 
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1 2 3 

4 


4. BAIRAGARH (Contd.) 209 

0.0054 


212 

0.0324 


275 

0.0972 


215 

0.2308 


274 

0.2106 


- 216 

0.0180 


, 217 

0.2012 


218 

0.1482 


219 

0.0253 


222 

0.2808 


223 

0.0216 


221 

0.1224 


220 

0.0090 


224 

0.0036 


227 

0.0060 


235 

0.3096 

1 

234 

0.2646 


233 

0.0360 


5. KAVADI 486 (Govt.Land) 

0,0380 


405 

0.2325 


406 

0.1800 


407 

0.1586 


408 

0.1721 


409 

0.1232 


460 

0.1800 


410 

0.0900 


416 

0.2880 


415 

0.0090 


420 

0.4320 


426 

0.1152 


427 

0.0876 


429 

0.1627 


430 

0.0576 


431 * 

0.1620 


185 

0.0090 


186 

0.2376 


126 

0.1260 


127 

0.2430 


129 

0.1800 


130 

0.3060 


40 

0.47.70 


11 

0.1008 


10 

0.1080 


9 

0.1152 


8 

0.1350 


20 

0.0360 


6. KOLUKHEDI 107 (Govt.Land) 

0.0360 


84 (Govt. Road) 

0.0540 


39 

0.2196 


40 

0.2880 


41 

0.0288 


61 

0.0900 


60 

0.0900 


64 

0.3330 


82 

0.5256 


82/118 

0.1260 


78 

0.3060 


, 74 

0.0090 


75 (Govt.Road) 

0.0360 
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1 

T 

T 


7. 

NARKHEDI 

43 (Govt.Road) 

0.0360 



123 

0.2074 



46 

0.0216 



45 

0.0090 



44 

0.1260 



122 

0.0198 



37 

0.1800 



36 

0.0180 



38 

0.2183 



30 

0.1951 



12 

0.3174 



13 

0.0540 



7 

0.0216 



8 

0.2749 



6 

0.0360 

8. 

NIKLANK 

95 

0.0450 



93 

0.5086 



101 

0.4657 



82 (G.Road) 

0.0360 



73 

0.1011 



71 

0.3502 



70 

0.0936 



52 

0.1044 



34 

0.0540 



29 

0.3924 



30 

0.0180 



26 

0.1440 



24 

0.0180 



25 

0.0090 



9 

0.1890 



10 

0.2196 



11 

0.4981 



l(G.Land) 

0.0360 

9. 

BHANOLI 

368 

0.0648 



367 

0.4356 



366 

0.1928 



362 

0.1350 



363 

0.5670 



365 (G.Drain) 

0.0252 



159 

0.2556 



156 

0.0540 



158 

0.0540 



154 

0.0270 



152 

0.1170 



153 

0.0108 



133 

0.0180 



132 

0.1872 



130 

0.4392 



109 

0.0090 

10. 

JIWAJIPURA 

83 

0.2494 



47 

0.0054 



48 

0.4230 



32 

0.2040 



31 

0.1440 



29 

0.1656 



28 

0.1674 



62 

0.0324 

11. 

SALAMKHEDI 

9 

0.0288 



7 

0.4986 
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1 

2 

3 

4 


11. 

SALAMKHEDI (Contd.) 

3/190,16 

0.0180 




20 

0.3456 




21 

0.4620 




31 

0.1314 




32 

0.1440 




33 

0.2970 




1 

0.0288 


12. 

BARKHEDI KAYAM 

363 

0.0366 




339 

0.1800 




338 

0.0900 




337 

0.0900 




334 (G.Road) 

0.0288 




333 

0.1260 




328 

0.2448 




327 

0.3240 




326 

0.0180 




323 

0.0270 




280 

0.1548 




322 

0.0054 




318,319 

0.2610 




317 

0.2970 




284 

0.2880 




285 

0.1080 




289 

0.0684 




286 

0.0810 




255 (G.Road) 

0.0630 




245 

0.3796 




247 

0.2871 




220 

0.1980 




219 (G.Road) 

0.0324 




206 

0.5040 




205 

0.0180 


13. 

BHAINSUNI 

310(G.Drain) 

0.0270 




288 

0.5004 




306 

0.1404 




289 

0.2700 




293 

0.0720 




281 

0.2538 




266 

0.3168 




269 

0.0180 




268 (G.Road) 

0.0090 




258 

0.1440 




259 

0.1170 




260 (G.Drain) 

0.0720 




240 

0.0363 




243 

0.0756 




145 

0.0180 




170 

0.1440 




170/425 

0.0450 




199 

0.1440 




176 

0.7596 




178 

0.1620 




179 

0.1440 



' , 

181 

0.4500 




216 

. 0.0360 


14. 

SUMARAKHEDA 

263 

0.0630 




255 

0.0396 




254 

0.2700 




252 

0.0396 



1180 GI/05—9 
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14. 

15 . 


16 . 
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_ _ 0 _ 


2 _ 

SUMARAKHEDA (Contd.) 

PANTHMUNDALA 


SUNWANI GOPAL 


3 4 


253 

0.0684 

446 

0.0180 

481 

0.0396 

480 

0.0792 

477 (G.Road) 

0.0360 

476 

0.1530 

472 

0.0585 

471 

0.0612 

468 

0.1008 

466 

0.1080 

463 

0.2160 

448 

0.2484 

447 

0.1044 

445 

0.1116 

443 

0.1188 

396 (Railway Land) 

0.1080 

393 

0.0792 

394 

0.1080 

392 

0.0054 

325 (G.Drain) 

0.0090 

326 (G.Land) 

0.0180 

321 

0.0612 

320 

0.0900 

319 

0.0090 

317 

0.1764 

307 

0.0630 

308 

0.0144 

135 

0.1800 

132 

0.0360 

134 

0.0630 

127 (G.Land) 

0.0234 

126 (G.Drain) 

0.0180 

125 (G.Land) 

0.0630 

124 

0.1440 

121 

0.1638 

120 

0.0090 

119 

0.1944 

845 

0.0180 

855 

0.0720 

856 

0.0900 

857 

0.0900 

858 

0.1530 

859 

0.4410 

860 

0.0054 

832 

0.0936 

833,824 

0.1710 

825 

0.3168 

822 

0.0720 

826 

0.0540 

806 

0.0684 

793 

0.4644 

791 

0.1404 

184 

0.1530 

185 

0.1026 

179 

0.0810 

167 

0.1620 

168 

0.0126 

165 

0.2376 

164 

0.0288 


% 
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1 2 

3 

4 

17. JAWASIYA 

457 

0.1260 


490 

0.1422 


488 

0.2094 


487 

0.1800 


477 

0.5580 


476 

0.3690 


474 

0.0180 


475 

0.1211 


522 (G.Road) 

0.0720 


524 (G.Land) 

0.0630 


525 

0.3510 


529 

0.0900 


527 

0.1800 


544 (G.Road) 

0.0180 


382 

0.1080 ' 


381 

0.1512 


379 

0.0576 


377 

0.0360 


376 

0.0968 


375 

0.0810 


343 (G.Drain) 

0.0360 


321 

0.3276 


319 

0.4266 


320 

0.0090 


290,291 (G.Drain) 

0.0288 


289 

0.0090 


288 

0.1800 


287(G.Road) 

0.0216 


286 

0.1800 


[F.N. R-31015/ 65/2004-OR-II] 


HARISH KUMAR. Under Sccy. 


^ERT JRTRDT R^TeRT 
Rf fRrHt, 1 RfteT, 2005 

W. 3TT. 1530.—xferf^f ( HRRR) 1983 £ £RIR 43 £ RTO SlftflRR 1952 (1952 cJR 

37) Efft EJRT 5 3ft 'J'T-ETRT (7) SRI SSrT iil 3>T JRfFT R^cl ^ cr>--$<4 ^R35R, Rt.cft. ?TRf, ■dfrR, 
%oH M+1I«H 3Tft)eftR 3lfSlSR®I ( 1J^.tft.R.€).) 3ft jrfrlf^^fcJrr 31cffa g>T f^TR> 09.03.2005 3cp$ cTR? 
3Tcrf*I ^ fcTCJ 3T8JCJT 3Rlc>l 3TT^9Tt cfcp, \jff ift jft, q<sicf| ^ I 

[m 7* 801/13/98-RT> (7ft) ] 

■fa^jfteT W, iFlftTRT (fws) 

MINISTRY OF INFORMATION AND BROADCASTING 

New Delhi, the Is; April, 2005 

s.o. 1530.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (7) 
of Section 5D of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 cf 1952) read with 
Rule 43 of the Cinematograph (Certification) Rules, 1983 the Central 
Government is pleased to extend the period of deputation in respect of 
Shri V.K. Sharma, Secretary, Film Certification Appellate Tribunal 
(FCAT), for a period of one year w.e.f. 09 . 03.2005 or until further 
orders, whichever is earlier. {F No . 80 i/i 3 / 98 -F(fc)] 

VISHVAJIT SAHAY, Director (Films) 
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SIR ERTFTR 

TCcvft, 24 RET, 2005 

EE. 3TT. 1531.— EldlPlE [wllC. 3#rfWT, 1947 (1947 
ET 14 ) ET RRT 17 % EdFK IJ l RE. t El. Tel. % REETE 
E W5 M'-tlREl ER EOEkT E EN, EREE PlR<*i 
ETETFTE TEE^ ^ E<Pl TREE, EraTTEE EfEEER ■JHdRt 
(EOTEEETEL El. ETi zh/RcT. Et/ER/1 22/96 ) El MElfRR 
EETT t, Et %e3e 7RER Et 24-3~2005 Et EE f37T El 

[E. RFC 22012/385/1995-Eli ER. (Et.RE.-II)] 

RE 4t. EWf, tFE EfEEfft 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR 

New Delhi, the 24th March. 2005 

S.O. 1531.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/122/96) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the 
Annexure. in the Industrial dispute between the 
management of SECL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 24-03-2005 

[No. L-22012/385/1995-IR (CM-II)] 
N. P. KFSAYAN. Desk Officer 

ANNEXELE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAI -CUM LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPt R 

No. CGIT/LC/K,. „ ., 

SHRI C. M. SINGH : Presiding Officer 

The President. 

M. P. Koyla Mazdoor Sabha (H M. S.). 

Navcen Nagar. Post Amlai Colliery. 

Distt. Shahdol (M. P.) ... Union/workman 

Versus 

The Sub Area Manager, 

Amlai Opencast Mines. 

Post. Sanjay Koyla Nagar. 

Distt. Shahdol (M. P.) ... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 18th day of March. 2005 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012(385)/95-lR(C.Il) dated 
2-5-96 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal :— 

“Whether the action of the Sub Area Manager. 

Amlai Opencast Mines of Sohagpur Area of SECL 

in not promoting Shri Rajesh Kumar Sharma, 

Cat. V w orkers to the post of Asstt. Foreman (Elect.) 

T & S Grade C which is already performing since 


26-8-90 is legal and justified ? To what relief the 

workman is entitled ?’" 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered on 13-5-96 and notices were issued to the 
parties. But no body put in appearance on behalf of 
workman/Union and therefore lastly the notices were 
issued to the workman/Union by registered post. In spite 
of sufficient service of notice by registered post, the 
workman failed to put in appearance and to file the 
statement of claim. It clearly indicates that the w orkman 
has no interest in the case and does not want to prosecute 
this reference. 

3. Under the above circumstances. No dispute 
Award is passed w ithout any order as to costs. 

4. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India. Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH. Presiding Officer 
Ef TCcvft, 24 ETE, 2005 

ET.3TT. 1532.—aMfEEfEERETETWT, 1947 (1947 
ET 14) ET ERT 17 % ERETE R, RE. i. Et. RE. E EEETE 
% EE5 EETTEET Eft ERER? % Efft EREE Ef TEfRE 
EftjtfEE faqiR 4 r " ETEE, EftTlFFE EfREER EEFFft 
(ERREE4TEt. Et. Elf. Et./RcR Et./ER/148/98 ) ET UElftW 
EEft t, Et TREE ET 24-3-2005 Et TTTET RET ET I 

[E. RRT-22012/331/1997-ETt ER. (RTt.RE.-11)] 
ER. Rt. %EER EEE EfEEEt 

New Delhi, the 24th March. 2005 

S.O. 1532. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
-Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/148/98) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court. Jabalpur as shown in the 
Annexure. in the Industrial dispute between the 
management of SECL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 24-03-2005 

[No. L-22012/331/1997-IR (CM-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/148/98 
SHRI C. M. SINGH : Presiding Officer 

The Branch Secretary. 

M. P. K. M. S.. Qtr. No. B-44. 

Ompur. Rajgamar Colliery. 

Distt. Bilaspur (M. P.) ... Union/workman 

I ersus 
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Dy General Manager, 

SECL. Rajgamar Colliery, 

P.O. Rajgamar, Distt. Bilaspur (M. R) 

. . . Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 18th day of March, 2005 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/33 l/97-IR(CM.II) dated 
22-7-1998 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal:— 

"Whether the demand of Secretary, Madhya 
Pradesh Koyla Mazdoor Sabha (HMS) for 
promotion of Parasram S/o Sullu asMTK. Gr. Ill/ 
Clerk Gr. Ill either w.e.f. 14-7-95 (on completion 
of one year continuous service as MTK. Gr. Ill) or 
from 24-11-95 (date of order/of promotion of 
general mazdoors as Clerk Gr. Ill) and payment of 
arrears by the management of SECL, Rajnagar 
Colliery, is justified ? If so, to what relief the 
workman is entitled T 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered on 4-8-98 and notices were issued to the 
parties. On several dates, the notices were issued to the 
workman but the workman failed to put in appearance 
and to file the statement of claim. There is an application 
paper No. 7 on record signed by the workman and the 
Personal Manager, Rajgamar Colliery’ wherein it is 
mentioned that the case and dispute between the parties 
has been settled as the management has given promotion 
to the workman in Clerk Grade. It is requested therein 
that the case be closed. This joint application by the 
workman and the management clearly indicate that the 
parties do not want to prosecute this reference. 

3. Under the above circumstances. No Dispute 
Award is passed without any order as to costs. 

4. The copy of the Award be sent to the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

•) 

^ fe#, 24 MT#, 2005 

cft. 3H. 1533.— 1947 (1947 

cFTi4) efit MRI 17 TJH. f. iff. T?yT. % 

% ft’ 

afei t fi i q r ft' ttw, mMviij* 

(TT^M 4<shi Tit. 3TT^. 4f./Tj,c1. 7Tf./3TT3/24/98) H'hlfsdci 
Wt t, 24-3-2005 ^ TfTRT f 3TT «TT I 

[31. 1^T-22012/414/1997-3TT^. SIR. (3Tt.TR1.-II) ] 

tr. it. w, iFF srfwft 


New Delhi, the 24th March. 2005 

S.O. 1533.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/244/98) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court. Jabalpur as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the 
management of SECL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 24-03-2005 

[No. L-22012/414/1997-IR (CM-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/244/98 
SHRI C. M. SINGH : Presiding Officer 

The Area General Secretary, 

Rashtriya Koyla Khadan Mazdoor 
Sangh (INTUC), 

Branch Korba Area. 

Distt., Bilaspur (M. R). 

Bilaspur. . . .Union/workman 

J'ersus 

The Sub Area Manager, 

SECL, Ragamar Colliery, 

PO. Rajgamar, 

Distt. Bilaspur. 

Bilaspur (M. P.) ... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on 25-02-2005 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/414/97-IR(CM.II) dated 
12-11-97 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal :— 

"Whether the action of the management of SECL. 
Rajgamar Colliery, Distt. Bilaspur (M. P.) in 
terminating the services of Shri Gaurilal, S/o 
Late Dhomsi is justified ? If not to what relief is 
the workman entitled ?” 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered on 23-11-98 and notices were issued to 
the parties. After several dates fixed in the case, on 
8-5-04. the authorised representative of the workman/ 
Union put in appearance and sought time for filing 
statement of claim. Thereafter the workman/Union did 
not appear on any date. The record reveals that again the 
notice was served on the workman/Union by registered 
AD post for filing statement of claim. But in spite of 
sufficient service of notice, the workman/Union neither 
put in appearane nor filed the statement of claim. 
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3. Under the above circumstanes. it is quite clear 
that the workman/Union has lost interest in the case and 
does not want to prosecute this reference. Therefore, No 
Dispute Award is passed without any order as to costs. 

4. The Copy of the award be sent to the Government 
of India. Ministry' of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH. Presiding Officer 

M 24 vrm, 2005 

W. 33T. 1534.—fa<=ll4 3TT%tfWT, 1947 (1947 
14) =fft *TTTT 17 TTH. i Rt. TTfrf. % yFftqcni 

% Trans IV-ii'Wi 3ftr "34% 4f>4^Ki % fti PiR^ 

aiWlPr+i [qql< “ft 'ft-s0 4 t otl'itlPi'F 3rf<4qi< u l, 

(TTt^TT Tft. ‘sft. 3Tti Zh/PyT. 7ft./3TR/7/99 ) ^ft y^l^lcl 
Wt t, ^ft 4)^14 73WK ^ft 24-3-2005 ^tft JfFcT f3TT sqi I 

[TT. TvT - 22012/413/1997-3TT^. 33R. (Tft/qE.-II)] 
TT Tf- %?14T, 4^ 3lfi|q)i0 

New Delhi, the 24th March. 2005 

S.O. 1534.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/7/99) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court. Jabalpur as shown in the 
Annexure. in the Industrial dispute between the 
management of SECL and their workman which was 
received by the Central Government on 24-03-2005 

[No. L-22012/413/1997-IR (CM-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

No. CG1T/LC/R/7/99 

SHRI C. M. SINGH : Presiding Officer 

The Assistant General Secretary. 

RKKMS (INTUC). C-121. 

Subhash Block SECL, 

PO Korba Colliery. 

Distt. Bilaspur (M. P.) ... UnionAvorkman 

Versus 

The Sub Area Manager. 

SECL. Rajgamar Colliery. 

Distt BOaspur (M.P.) . . Management 


AWARD 

Passed on 09-03-2005 

The Government of India. Ministry' of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/413/97-IR(CM.II) dated 
27-11-98 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal :— 

"Whether the action of the management of SECL. 
Rajgamar Colliery. Distt. Bilaspur (M. P.) in 
terminating the sendees of Shri Chathur Singh. Ex 
General Mazdoorw.e.f. 19/20th April. 1995 is legal 
and justified ? If not. to w hat relief is the w orkman 
entitled ?” 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered and notices were issued to the parties. 
This reference order was registered on 11-1-99. The 
workman/Union in response of notice, put in appearance 
on 8-5-04 and sought time for filing the statement of 
claim. But thereafter the w orkman/Union failed to appear 
on several dates fixed in the reference. Inspite of sufficient 
sendee of notice on the w orkman/Union by registered 
AD post, the workman failed to file the statement of claim 
and therefore on 17-2-2005. the reference was closed for 
Award. It is very clear from the above that the Union/ 
workman has no interest in prosecuting this reference. 

3. Since the workman/Union has no interest in 
prosecuting this reference. No Dispute Award is passed 
without any order as to costs. 

4. The Copy of the award be sent to the Government 
of India. Ministry' of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH. Presiding Officer 
^ fftcrft, 24 2005 

^r. 3 ir. 1535 .— 3 frenRi=Ffaqi<; srfafwi, 1947 (1947 
14 ) ^ft *JTCT 17 % 3T3^TT°T ft’, Tn3. Tit. Ref. 4? 5T4 W4 
% iw r^’Mchf 3fft 

fqqiq ft 7T741R, 3TT?ftfft^> 

(tTS/ft ftoai 7ft. aft. 3TTi 'ft./def 7ft./3TTt/8/99) 4ft 
Wt t, aft 71W17 efft 24-3-2005 ^ft 5tTO % 31T «1T I 

[aft. ■qgT-22012/411/1997-3ni 3TTL (Fft-TR.-lI)] 
TOT. ftt. aftft^Tft 

New' Delhi, the 24th March. 2005 

S.O. 1535.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/8/99) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court. Jabalpur as show n in the 
Annexure. in the Industrial dispute between the 
management of SECL and their workman which w as 
received by the Central Government on 24-03-2005 

[No. L-22012/411/1997-IR (CM-U)| 
N. P. KESAVAN. Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/8/99 
SHRI C. M. SINGH : Presiding Officer 

The Area General Secretary, 

RKKMS (INTUC), C-121, 

Subhash Block. SECL, 

PO Korba Colliery, 

Distt. Bilaspur (M. P.) ... Union/workman 

Versus 

The Sub Area Manager. 

SECL. Rajgamar Colliery, 

Distt. Bilaspur (M.P.) . . Management 

AWARD 

Passed on 09-03-2005 

•» 

The Gov ernment of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Order No. L-22012/4Il/97-IR(CM.Il) dated 27-11-98 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal 

"Whether the action of the management of SECL, 
Ra jgamar Collieiy. Bilaspur (M. P.) in terminating 
the serv ices of Shri Dayaram. S/o Shri Ganesh, Ex 
Trammer of 6 & 7 incline of Rajgamar Colliery 
vv.e.f. 2-7-90 is justified ? If not, to what relief is 
the workman entitled ?” 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered on 11 -1 -99 and notices were issued to the 
parties. Inspite of sufficient service of notice on the 
vvorkman/Union by registered AD post, the workman 
neither put in appearance nor filed the statement of claim. 
It clearly shows that the workman has no interest in the 
reference and does not want to prosecute this reference. 

3. Under the above circumstances. No Dispute 
Award is passed without any order as to costs. 

4. The copy of the award be sent to the Government 
of India. Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M ferft, 24 Rift, 2005 

~cR. 331. 1536.— ai i ajft l * fag rc 1947 (1947 

14) 17 % sppTUT A, 7ft. l^yl. % tra 

%ft^ra:nfti jra' sfrc^ft^ift%ftra, spproft'fftft^e 
■ft sftsrrfw srfftsfRyr, ■sracrji: 

(■rfeftTPSirTft. 'Tift. 3Tlf. A/nyl. 7ft./31R/44/2000) 

^7?ft t, ft) 7TWR ftl 24-3-2005 ft) TTFfl 1 

[ft. 1^-22012/288/1999-3^. 3fR. (ftl.Rn.-II)] 
TJ/1. ftf. oh^icjH,' 3fti|<*>Kl 


S.O. 1536.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/44/2000) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the 
management of WCL and their workmen, received by 
the Central Government on 24-03-20Q5 

& [No. L-22012/288/1999-IR (CM-II)] 

N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/44/2000 

SHRI C. M. SINGH : Presiding Officer 

The Secretary, 

RKKMS (INTUC), 

PO Chandametta. 

Distt. Chhindwara (M. P.) ... Union/workman 

Versus 

The Chief General Manager. 

WCL. Kanhan Area. PO Dungaria. 

Distt. Chhindwara (M.P.) . . . Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 18th day of March, 2005 

The Government of India. Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/288/99-IR(CM.II) dated 
24-1-2000 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal:— 

"Whether the action of the Manager. Tandsi Project 
of WCL. Kanhan Area. PO : Tandsi. Distt. 
Chhindwara (MP) in dismissing the services of 
Sh. Denu. S/o Langada. DPR of Tandsi Project is 
justified ? If not. to what relief the workman is 
entitled ?” 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered on 7-2-2000 and notices were issued to 
the parties. There is an application dated 15-9-94 on 
record on behalf of the management with the prayer that 
the Award be passed in terms of settlement deed attached 
with the application. The settlement deed dated 15-9-04 
is on record. Its execution has been admitted and verified 
by the learned counsel for the parties in my presence and 
thus the execution of settlement deed is duly verified 
before me. The following are the terms and conditions of 
the settlement deed : 




4178 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : APRIL 23, 2005/VAISAKHA 3, 1927 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


"(i) It is agreed by the RKKMS (INTUC) Union that 
the case No. CGIT/LC/R/44/2000 pending 
before the Hon’ble CGIT is hereby withdrawn 
as there is no much merit in the case. 

(ii) It is also mutually agreed by both the parties to 
file this settlement before the Hon’ble Court for 
giving consent award in a form of “No Dispure 
Award". 

(iii) This is full and final settlement in respect of the 
employee concerned. RKKMS (INTUC) will not 
raise any dispute in regard to this settlement at 
any level statutory or non-statutory. judicial or 
non-judicial.'’ 

The above terms and conditions of the settlement 
deed are just, fair and lawful. I therefore record my award 
in terms of settlement arrived at between the parties and 
make no order as to costs. 

3. The Copy of the award be sent to the Government 
of India. Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH. Presiding Officer 

M 'fe#, 24 2005 

^FT. 3TT. 1537.—3#m, 1947 (1947 
14) ttra 17 % 5-ljfRUi E, TRT. Tit. Tit. Ret. % 

% 3tr <*4<w0' % ■sfNr, sEpw 4' 

26/2004) ttcblHfld ■SRTrfI t, 

24-3-2005 ^ TTRT I|3Tr *TT I 

[TT. TTet-22013/1/2005-31T5. 37R. (#.-II)] 
trt. 4). %^cr ( srfirenT) 

New Delhi, the 24th March. 2005 

S.O. 1537.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 26/2004) 
of the Industrial Tribunal-cunt-Labour Court. 
Godavarikhani as shown in the Annexure. in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of SCCL and their w orkman, w hich w as 
received by the Central Government on 24-3-2005. 

[No. L-22013/1/2005-1R (C-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CHAIRMAN, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
GODAVARIKHANI 

PRESENT : 

Smt. K. Suvarchala. M. A.. B. L.. Chairman-cum- 
Prcsiding Officer. 


Thursday, the 10th Day of February, 2005 

Industrial Dispute No. 26 of 2004 
BETWEEN : 

B. Swamy, S/o Devaiah. 

35 Yrs., Ex-Coal Filler. 

E. C. No. 0900802. 

R/o ST 2-317, 

Bus Stand Colony. 

Godavarikhani. 

Dist. Karimnagar. A. P. ... Petitioner 

And 

(1) The Chief General Manager. 

Singareni Collieries Co. Ltd.. 

Ramagundam Area-I. 

Godavarikhani. 

Dist. Karimnagar. A. R. 

(2) The Superintendent of Mines, 

GDK No. 7 (LE) Project. 

Godavarikhani. 

Dist. Karimnagar. A. P. ... Respondents 

This petition coming before me for final hearing 
in the presence of Sri S. Bhagavantha Rao. Advocate for 
the petitioner and of Sri D. Krishna Murthy. Advocate 
for the respondents and having stood over for 
consideration till this date, the court passed the 
following :— 

AWARD 

1. The petitioner filed the petition to set-aside the 
dismissal order dt. 25-8-98 passed by the 1st respondent 
and to direct the respondents’ company to reinstate the 
petitioner into sen ice with continuity of sen ice and all 
other attendant benefits including full back-wages. 

2. The averments of the petition are as follow s :— 

The petitioner was appointed as Badli Filler on 
9-3-89 under rehabilitation, in place of his father. He 
was promoted as Coal Filler on 1-9-95 and was confirmed 
on 1-7-96. In the year. 1997 when the petitioner was 
working under the control of the 2nd respondent, he could 
not attend to his duties regularly, due to severe ill health, 
domestic problems, namely dowry case, divorce petition, 
physical and mental depression. The 2nd respondent 
issued charge sheet dt. 15-1-98. for putting 38 musters. 
The following charges was framed. 

"Habitual Late attendance and habitual absence 

without leave or without sufficient cause". 

The 1 st respondent conducted a formal enquiry and 
without issuing any show cause notice, without calling 
for his remarks on the enquiry report, passed order 
dt. 25-8-98. dismissing the petitioner from service, w hen 
the petitioner was working under the respondents and 
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putting-up 112 musters uplo 14-09-98. The domestic 
enquiiy was not conducted fairly and properly. Sufficient 
opportunity was not given to the petitioner to defend 
himself. The entire proeds. were recorded in English 
language. The findings of the enquiry officer arc perverse 
and biased. Since the date ofliis appointment on 9-3-89, 
the petitioner pu-up with best attendance, as follows :— 


1989 

— 233 days. 

1990 

— 241 days. 

1991-92 

— 218 days. 

1992-93 

— 357 days. 

1993-94 

— 315 days. 

1994-95 

— 187 days. 

1996 

— 100 days. 

1997 

— 38 days. 

1998 

— 112 days upto 14-9-98. 


The respondents failed to afford 3 months 
observation period and family counselling. He improved 
l\is attendance and worked for more than the minimum 
100 musters during the year, 1998 also. As such, the 
respondents should not have imposed the capital 
punishment of dismissal from service. The punishment 
is highly arbitrary and chockingly disporlionate to the 
alleged charge. Therefore, he filed the petitioner for the 
above said relief. 

3. To this, the 2nd respondent filed the counter 
denying the averments of the petition. The 1st respondent 
filed memo adopting the counter filed by the 2nd 
respondent. The contents of (he counter as follows :— 


flic petitioner was appointed as Badli Filler on 
9-3-1989. under dependant employment scheme. He was 
confirmed as coal filler from 1-9-95. The petitioner was 
absent from duty w ithout prior permission, sanctioned 
leav e and had put-in only 38 days of attendance during 
1997. He was issued with charge sheet dt. 15-1-98 under 
clause No. 25.25 of the approved Standing Orders. The 
petitioner submitted his explanation on 21-1-98 which 
was not satisfactory Domestic enquiry' was conducted. 
The petitioner participated in the enquiry. During the 
enquiry proceedings, he pleaded guilly of charges and 
did not choose the help of any one. He did not choose to 


cross-examine the management witnesses. He worked for 
157 days in 1994. 145 days in 1995. LOO days in 1996. 
38 days in 1997 and 112 days in 1998. The petitioner 
should have applied leave and scltled his family problems, 
instead of absenting for his duties un-author isedly. Copy 
of the enquiiy report was sent to the petitioner alqngvvith 
show-cause notice dt. 13-7-98. w illy.an advise to represent 
all the findings of the enquiry officer. The petitioner 
submitted his representation on 1-8-1998. The charges 
levelled against the petitioner were prov ed and as his 
attendance in the prev ious years was not so better, his 
services were terminated w.e.f. 14-9-98. The respondent's 
company strictly followed the principles of natural justice 
and did not violate any rules. Hence, the petition may be 
dismissed. 

4. On behalf of the petitioner. Ex. W-l to E. W-5 
are marked. 

On behalf of llie respondent. Ex. M-l to Ex. M-IO 
are marked. 

5. Heard both sides. 

6. The petitioner worked as coal filler in the 
respondents company. Charge was framed against him 
for his unauthorised absence. On the basis of the findings 
given by the enquiry officer, the petitioner was dismissed 
from service. 

The 1st and foremost defence put-forth by the 
respondents company is dial diis Court lias no jurisdiction 
to adjudicate the present dispute rai sed by the petitioner, 
stating that th.e respondents company is a Central 
Government organisation. 

7. The point for consideration is whether this court 
is having jurisdiction over the dispute or not ? 

8. The Adv ocate for the petitioner argued that Sec. 
2-A(2) is applicable to the workman working in Coal 
Industry also and this petition is maintainable before this 
court. While arguing so. he cited I. L. Naidu and others 
Vs. Union of India and others reported in 2003 (2) 
ALT-470. Their Lordships held :— 

. “the contention that Sec. 2-A(2) off D.. Act. is 
not applicable to a Government of India 
undertaking is wholly mis-conccived. In view of 
the prov isions of Art. 254(2) of the Constitution, 
the provisions of Sec. 2-A(2) incorporated by 
A. P.. Amendment Act. 32/87 are valid and 
operative. It is not limited to the “State Industries" 
as contended by the Petitioner. The State Legislature 
was competent to enact the entirely' of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. for its operation within the territory 
of A. R Tlic provisions of Sec. 2-A(2) having 
received the assent of the President, the w orkman 
of Central Government Industry also can raise the 
dispute U/Sec. 2-A(2) of the I. D. Act. Therefore. 


The Coal Mining Industry is a Central Government 
subject and the appropriate Government is Central 
Gov ernment. The Cenl ral Government established 
an Industrial Tribunal-cnm-Labour Court at 
Hyderabad from 29-12-2000. The petitioner ought 
lo have approached the Tribunal. Therefore, the 
petition is not maintainable under law. before this 
Court. 


1180GI/0&-10 
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the contcniion of the respondents' company that 

Sec. 2-A(2) is not applicable to the Petitioner, is 

without merit or force”. 

In the light of the above decision, it is quite clear 
that the petitioner can raise the dispute IJ/Sec. 2-A(2) of 
I. D. Act. though he worked in the coal mine. Hence, the 
point is answered in favour of the petitioner. 

9. The petitioner agitating before the Court that 
the domestic'enquiry conducted by the respondent’s 
company is not fare, no show cause notice was issued to 
him. he was not given any chance to cross-examine the 
witnesses and the entire proceedings were recorded in 
English language. 

To this, the respondent stated that the domestic 
enquiry' was conducted fairly and properly and the 
petitioner participated in the enquiry . He refused to take 
the assistance of his co-worker. 

The charge sheet is marked as Ex. M-l. The 
petitioner had given reply to the charge sheet under Ex. 
M-2. In that, he admitted his offence by stating that the 
circumstances forced him to remain absent. He became 
sick and he offered his willingness that he will perform 
his duties regularly. 

The enquiry proceedings are marked as Ex. M-5. 
The proeds.. clearly show that before conducting enquiry, 
the contents of the chargesheet and the procedure of the 
enquiry were explained to him. This shows that the 
proceedings of enquiry were clearly explained to the 
petitioner and he participated in the enquiry. Thus, the 
point raised by the petitioner that the enquiry proeds.. 
were recorded in English language which is an unknown 
language to him. is far from truth. 

10. In his statement, the petitioner clearly stated 
that he docs no! w ant to take any help of a co-worker in 
conducting his defence. He stated that he himself will 
conduct his defence. It is clearly stated in the enquiry 
proeds.. that the evidence given by the w itness was read- 
over and explained to the petitioner. There is no cross- 
examination done by the petitioner to the witness when 
he stated the period of absence out of the petitioner on 
the basis of the registers. The petitioner clearly stated 
that he was absent to the duties, due to personal problems. 
He further admitted that he did not apply any leave. 

11. The show -cause notice is marked as Ex. M-7. 
To that the petitioner submitted his representation under 
Ex. M-8. 

12. Now the petitioner is saying that he was not 
given any opportunity to participate in the enquiry'. It is 
a false statement which a person living in the society 
cannot afford to say like that. 

The attendance shown in the petition was also not 
tally ing w ith the number of days shown in the counter. 


The total facts put by ihe petitioner are a colourful venture 
to attract the sympathy. The only truth spoken by the 
petitioner is that his wife divorced him and he has to 
face a maintenance case filed by his wife, in the court 
during that year. He made the same appeal before the 
enquiry officer also, while admitting that he was absent 
to his duties. 

13. Taking into consideration the personal 
disturbance of the petitioner. I feel that a lesser 
punishment will meet the ends of justice. 

In the result, the petition is partly allowed setting- 
aside the dismissal order. The respondent's company is 
directed to reinstate the petitioner into service as Badli 
Filler, as a Fresh Candidate. He shall be put under 
observation for one year. If he repeats the same, the 
respondents' company is at liberty to take action against 
the petitioner. There shall be no order as to costs. 

Typed to my dictation, corrected and pronounced 
by me in the open court on this, the 10th day of February . 
2005. 

Smt. K. SUVARCHALA. Chairman-cum- 
Presiding Officer 

Appendix of Evidence 
Witnesses Examined 
For Workman : —Nil— 

For Management : —Nil— 

Exhibits 

For Workman : 


Ex. W-l 

Dtd. 12-9-98 

Dismissal Order. Xerox 
copy. 

Ex. W-2 

Dtd. 25-8-98 

Lr. issued to petitioner by the 
respondent colliery 

Manager. R. G-I. X-copy. 

Ex. W-3 

Dtd. 11-3-99 

True copy of order in O. P. 
No. 6/99. X-copy. 

Ex. W-4 

Dtd. 21-12-98 

Tmc copy order in MC. No. 
270/1996, X-copy. 

Ex. W-5 

Dtd. 22-4-99 

True copy of order in C. C. 
No. 975/96. 

For Management: 


Ex. M-l 

Dtd. 15-1-98 

Charge sheet 

Ex. M-2 

Dtd. 21-1-98 

Reply to Charge sheet 

Ex. M-3 

Dtd. 27-1-98 

Appointment lr. of enquiry 
officer 


Ex. M-4 Dtd. 3/17-2-98 Enquiry notice 
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Ex. M-5 Dtd. 23-2-98 Enquiry proceedings. 

Ex. M-6 Dtd. 31-5-98 Enquiry report. 

Ex. M-7 Dtd. 1/13-7-98 Show cause notice. 

Ex. M-8 Dtd. 1-8-98 Representation petitioner 

, with enclosures. 

/ 

Ex. M-9 Dtd. 25-8-98 Dismissal lr. issued to the 

10-9-98 petitioner. 

Ex. M-10 Dtd. 12-9-98 Memo issued by Supdt. of 

Mines. GDK 7 (LE) Project. 

ferft, 24 Rl# 2005 

W. 331. 1538.—faqiq 33f4f#h3, 1947 (1947 
14 ) # «1KT 17 % SigTITW# $. #. TJ7T. % 

% 73^5 Fl4)'Jl<*f #7 < =b4 c hltl % *?Nr, 

sfhdtpT^ fqqi^ 4f 3ilsi\Picr> aiftreHTI, 

(7#4 73753173t.#. ant. #/T7t.#./3T17/121/91) # U^hlRlId 
^Tcfl t, # 7373JR # 24-3-2005 # TITTI f 331 *311 

[# Tcf-22012/12/92-33# 3117. (#.-11)] 
T37T. #. %7im, t73> 33#^# 

New Delhi, the 24th March. 2005 

S.O. 1538.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/121/91) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the 
Annexure. in the Industrial dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of SECL and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 24-03-2005. 

[No. L-22012/12/92-IR (C-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/121/91 

SHRI C. M. SINGH : Presiding Officer 

The General Secretary. 

Koyla Mazdoor Sabha (UTUC), 

Sohagpur Area, 

PO Dhanpuri, 

Distt. Shahdol . . . Union/Workman 


1 ersus 

The Sub Area Manager. 

Burhar Sub Area. 

PO Dhanpuri. , 

Distt. Shahdol . . . Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 18th day of March. 2005 

The Gov ernment of India. Ministry of Labour v ide 
its Notification No. L-22012/12/92-IR(C. II) dated 
17-6-92 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal :— 

"Whether the action of the Sub Area Manager. 

Burhar Sub Area of SECL. PO Danpuri. Distt. 

Shahdol in dismissing Shri Doodhnath. S/o Dupai. 

Piece Rate Loader. T No 2128. Burhar No. 1 Mine 

front Company's service w.e.f. 24-2-88 is legal and 

justified ? If not. to what relief the workman is 
* entitled to ?” 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered on 24-6-92 and notices were issued to the 
parties. The order sheet reveals that the statement of claim 
was filed on behalf of workman on 18-11-94. The 
workman remained represented by authorised 
representatives for few days fixed in the case and 
thereafter he absented himself on sev eral dates fixed in 
the case. Notice was issued to the workman/Union by 
registered AD post. In spite of sufficient service of notice 
the vvorkman/Union failed to put in appearance. It clearly 
indicates that the w orkman has no interest in prosecuting 
this reference. 

3. Under the above circumstances. No dispute 
Award is passed without any order as to costs. 

4. Copy of the award be Passed without any order 
as to costs. 

C. M. SINGH. Presiding Officer 
^ Rcti), 24 VTT^, 2003 

^T. 3TT. 1539.—sfralfefere; 33#f¥P3, 1947 (1947 
14 ) # «tI73 17 % STJTITor 4f, TT73. t # Tel. % 

%7#£ 33^4«r4r 

3tWlPl^ 4’ 7H<=t)K 3fl«ilp|c(, STtspETW, r5tW7T37 

% 4vJ]Z (7#4 777571771. #. 37# zl./TJeT. #./37TT'92/95) # 

■R^rrf^rci ^7# t, # 24-3-2005 7 tn<r 

"^317 «TII 

[77. 7^-22012/479/94-37# 3717. , lft.-ll)] 
m. 4t. %WT, 33l4wr 

New Delhi, the 24th March. 2005 

S.O. 1539.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
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Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/92/95) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the 
Annexure. in the Industrial dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of SECL and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 24-03-2005 

[No. L-22012/479/94-IR (C-II)] 
N. P KESAVAN. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 

COURT, JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/92/95 
SHRI C. M. SINGH : Presiding Officer 
The President. 

M. P. Koyla Mazdoor Sabha (HMS). 

Navin Nagar. Post Amlai colliery. 

Distt. Shahdol (MP) . . . Union/workman 

Versus 

The Sub Area Manager. 

Chachai and Rungta Group of Mines. 

SECL. Post Amlai Collier 

Distt. Shahdol . . Management 

AWARr 

Passed on 09-03 2Or 5 

The Government of India. i\ n n' w of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/S. t-lR.C.II dated 
25-5-95 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal :— 

"Whether the action of the Sab Area Manager. 
Chachai Rungta Sub Area of SECL. Sohagpur Area 
in not making payment of security guards wages to 
Shri Jainath. Srikant and Shri Gurudayal since 
1985 and paying them wages of Category I General 
Mazdoor only is legal and justified ? If not. to what 
relief the w orkmen concerned are entitled to ?” 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered on 5-6-95 and notices were issued to the 
parties. The record reveals that inspite of sufficient service 
of notice on the workmen/Union, they failed to put in 
appearance and to file the statement of claim. It clearly 
indicates that the workmen/Union have no interest in 
the case and they do not want to prosecute this case. 

3. Under the above circumstances. No dispute 
Award is passed without any order as to costs. 

4. The copy of the award be sent to the Government 
of India. Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH. Presiding Officer 


5^ ftvvft, 24 2005 

^)T. 3TT. 1540. —3Tfaf%TO, 1947 (1947 
14 ) %)" VTU 17 % 3T3WT % T37T. i Tit. T^eT. % 

% TTsTSt f3%3T%f 3%t 133% 3%4>Kj' % % ptRjtd. 

(tMtiw#. «fh 3ej.A^r. Tft./am/i38/96) %t 

t, %5T% TTtTFR %r 24-3-2005 %I TrTRf f 3TT ?1t I 

[71. TfeT-22012/211/94-3Tli 3TR. (Tlt.-II)] 
Tpi. 37fwif 

New Delhi, the 24th March, 2005 

S.O. 1540.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/138/96) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of SECL and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 24-03-2005 

[No. L-22012/211/94-IR (C-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/138/96 

SHRI C. M. SINGH : Presiding Officer 
Shri Pitamber. S/o Meghai Choudherv. 

Gram & Post; Fulmola Senara. 

Distt. Shahdol (M. P.) ... Union/workman 

Versus 

The Sub Area Manager. 

Ram Nagar Area of SECL. 

Post Jhmar Colliery. 

Distt. Shahdol (M. P.) ... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 18th day of March, 2005 

1. The Government of India. Ministry' of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L-22012 (211) 94-IR (C-II) dated 
7-6-96 has referred the follow ing dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal :— 

"Whether the action of the management of Ram 
Nagar Sub Area of SECL in not reinstating Shri 
Pitamber Choudherv S/o Meghai Chondhcry in 
services is legal and justified ? If not. what relief 
the workman concerned is entitled to ? 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered on 14-6-96. The order sheet reveals that 
on a few dates in the case, the workman remained 
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represented by his authorised representative and thereafter 
he absented himself on several dates fixed in the case. 
Fresh notice was issued to the workman by registered 
post which was received back with the endorsement of 
postal endorsement that the address of the addressee is 
not completely given on the envelope. I perused the 
reference order. The same address is written on the postal 
envelope which is mentioned in the reference order. As 
stated above, this reference was registered on 14-6-96 
and since then the workman did not care to put in 
appearance or to file statement of claim. It clearly 
indicates that the workman has no interest in prosecuting 
this case. 

3. Under the above circumstances, No Dispute 
Award is passed without any order as to costs. 

4. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
Rtenl, 24 Rpf, 2005 

W. 37T. 1541.—1947 (1947 
14 ) VJ7T17 % 3, T(7T. TJeT. % 

faqiS ff TOR, sfrsitfTO' STftqx.ui, 'Jiqciijt 
% tor (fM ium 7it. ant ii./TO- 7ft./3TK/50/9S) 

^ TOll ^5t 24-3-2005 HIRT 

f3TT an I 

[7T. b^T-22012/510/94-sn^. sm. (77t.-II)] 

t^f. •hV. "£ 7 ^ 

New Delhi, the 24th March, 2005 
S.O. 1541.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/50/95) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of SECL and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 24-03-2005 

{No. L-22012/510/94-IR (C-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN^L-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT /LC/R/50/95 

SHRI C. M. SINGH : Presiding Officer 
The Secretary, 

Koyla Mazdoor Sabha (UTUC), 

Post Kotma, Loosai camp, 

Distt. Shahdol. . . . Union/Workman 


The General Manager, 

Jamuna and Kotma Area, 

SECL, Post Jamuna colliery, 

Distt. Shahdol. .. . Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 18th day of March, 2005 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L-22012 (510) 94-fR (C-U) dated 
2-3-95 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal :— 

“Whether the action of the Supd. of Mines/Manager 
Govinda Colliery of Jamuna & Kotma Areas of 
SECL in dismissing Shri Ratan Singh S/o Beer 
Singh, General Mazdoor Cat. I, T. No. 2860 
Govinda Colliery from colliery services w.e.f. 
1-4-91 is legal and justified ? If not to what relief 
is the concerned workman entitled to ? 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered on 13-3-95 and notices were issued to the 
parties. On a few dates fixed in the case, the workman 
remained represented by his authorised representative. 
Thereafter on several dates fixed in the case, he absented 
himself. Again notice was issued to him by registered 
post which was received back unserved with the 
endorsement of postal department that the addressee does 
not reside at the given address. As stated earlier, this 
reference was registered on 13-3r95. The order sheet 
rev eals that the workman did not care to put in appearance 
since 8-7-96. He did not care to intimate this court the 
change of his address, if any. The circumstances itself 
indicates that the workman has no interest in this case 
and does not want to prosecute this reference. 

3. Under the above circumstances. No Dispute 
Award is passed without any order as to costs. 

4. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ fCwTl, 24 2005 

^1.371. 1542.—1947 (1947 

14) «irn 17 % argwyr 3 , rtt. £ 77). Rei. % rtoch? 

ch4.»ifl %gfh=;, stgroR fqfnR 
siWlnqi fq=ll<; ^ 3fta'lPiq) 3 tPto< u i, 

% TOR (rM 777*71 7ft. Tift. sni 7f)./3tR/124/98) 

^ TOlf?m i?, *k<4>i7 24-3-2005 

{tan «ni 

[77. W-22012/353/1997-3TTi 37T7. (7ft.-II)] 
tt^. if. sjfzmff 


Versus 
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New Delhi, the 24th March, 2005 

S.O. 1542.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/124/98) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the 
Annexure. in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of SECL and their workmen, received by 
the Central Government on 24-03-2005. 

[No. L-22012/3 53/1997-IR (CM-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/124/98 

Presiding Officer: SHRI C. M. SINGH 

The Branch Secretary, M. P. K. S. S (HMS) 

Qr. No. B/44. Ompur, PO Rajgamar Colliery, 

Distt. Bilaspur (M.P.) . . . Union/Workman 

Versus 

The Sub Area Manager. 

SECL. Rajgamar Colliery. PO Rajgamar. 

Distt. Bilaspur (M.P.) . . . Management 

AWARD 

Passed on 10th March. 2005 

1. The Government of India. Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L-22012/3 53/97/IR (CM-II) dated 
22-5-98 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal :— 

"Whether the action of the management of SECL, 

Rajgamar Colliery, in transferring Shri Ganpat, 

Gen. Ma/. Cat. I. S/o Kanhaya from surface duty to 

U/G duty in Rajgamar colliery is justified ? If not. 

to what relief the workman is entitled V 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered on 3-7-98 and notices were issued to the 
parties. The order sheet dated 17-2-2005 reveals that notice 
issued to the Workman/Union was received back unserved 
with the endorsement of postal department that the 
addressee does not reside at the given address. As 
mentioned above, this reference order was registered on 
3-7-98 and since then. 13 dates were fixed in the case but 
no body appeared on behalf of Workman/Union. The 
record further reveals that no body cared to intimate this 
court, the change of address of workman/Union. The above 
facts and circumstances clearly indicate that the workman/ 
Union has no interest in the case and does not want to 
prosecute this reference. 


3. In view of the above, No Dispute Award is passed 
without any order as to costs. 

4. The Copy of the award be sent to the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

^ Rtcrfl, 24 2005 

^>T. 3E. 1543. —3ilsjlRi=h fqqi<; 1947 (1947 

^114) ^ 17 % atJUfUf if, 

%TTO Rfhlh'*!' sfrt ^1% cfflcfcKl' % 

srfertyi, 

(*ioHl 7ft afh 3H5. tth/pvT. TTt./ahVI89/99) ^ y*>lR(Kl 
Wt t, RT35K 24-3-2005 RTRT ]T3n «1T I 

[7T. 1^-22012/221/1998-31^. 3TR. (Ttt.Tnr.-II) ] 
h/T. hi. 

New Delhi, the 24th March, 2005 

S.O. 1543.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/189/99) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of WCL and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 24-03-2005. 

[No. L-22012/221/1998-IR (CM-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/189/99 

PRESIDING OFFICER : SHRI C. M. SINGH 

The President. 

Rashtriya Koyla Khadan Mazdoor Sangh 
(INTUC) 

PO Chandametta. 

Distt. Chhindwara (M.P) . . . Union/workmen 

I ersus 

The General Manager. 

Nandan Coal Washery. WCL. 

PO Damua. 

Distt. Chhindwara (M.P.) . . . Management 

AWARD 

Passed on 10th March. 2005 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L-22012/221/98/IR (CM-11) 
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dated 4-5-99 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Nandan 
Washerv of WCL, Chhindwara (M.P.) in giving two 
punishments to Shri Mahesh S/o Hari, General 
Mazdoor and Laxman S/o Teji, Welder and not 
promoting them is justified ? if not what relief the 
workmen are entitled ?” 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered on 14-6-99, and notices were issued to the 
parties. It was at the stage of filing the statement of claim 
by workmen. On 17-2-05 the date fixed in the case, an 
application bearing Paper No. 7 along with Memorandum 
of Settlement was filed whereby the management prayed 
to pass the award in terms of settlement. This settlement 
deed was duly verified in my presence by the learned 
counsel for the parties. I have gone through the terms of 
settlement which are as follows :— 

(i) At first it is mutually agreed that the concerned 
Union, Shri Mahesh S/o Hari & Shri Laxman, S/o 
Teji together shall withdraw aforesaid case No. 
CGIT/LC/R/89/99. Neither the. employees 
concerned nor the Union concerned shall raise 
dispute in future individually or jointly in any forum. 

(ii) It is further mutually agreed by the management 
and Union concerned that Shri Mahesh S/o Hari, 
Mechanical fitter helper, cat. II (second) will be 
regularised at Asstt. Vulcaniser, Cat IV (fourth) 
w.e.f. 2-8-2004. Shri Laxman S/o Teji has already 
been promoted. So, no further right of promotion 
arrives to Shri Laxman S/o Teji by virtue of this 
settlement. 

(iii) It is full and final settlement in case of Shri Mahesh 
S/o Hari & Laxman S/o Teji. 

(iv) Neither the Union nor the workmen concerned shall 
quote this as a precedent in any other case. 

(v) Financial benefit if any arises due to this settlement, 
will be given only from the date of regularisation 
only. 

The learned counsels for the parties prayed that 
Award be passed in terms of settlement. 

3. I perused the above terms of settlement. The 
terms are just fair and lawful. I therefore record this award 
in terms of settlement arrived at between the parties and 
make no order as to costs. 

4. The Copy of the award be sent to the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 


fcrfl, 24 RT# 2005 

eFT. 3TT. 1544.—oDsilPicC) [qqi<; arfirPi^w, 1947 (1947 
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[ri. TUT-22012/114/93-3q£ 3TR. (#.-11)] 

Tpr. #. 3rftcf)i<l 

New Delhi, the 24th March, 2005 
S.O. 1544.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/237/93) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court. Jabalpur as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of SECL and their workman, which was 
received by tlje Central Government on 24-03-2005 

[No. L-22012/114/93-IR (C-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/237/93 
PRESIDING OFFICER : SHRI C. M SINGH 
The General Secretary; 

MP Koyla Mazdoor Sabha (HMS), 

PO South Jhagrakhand Colliery, 

Distt. Surguja (M.P.) ... Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Dy. General Manager/Sub Area Manager, 
West Jhagrakhand Sub Area, 

PO West Jhagrakhand Colliery, 

Distt. Surguja (M.P.) ... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on 10th March. 2005 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L-22012/114/93/IR (fi ll) dated 
12-11-93 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the Dy. General Manager. 
West Jhagrakhand Sub Area of Hasdeo Area of 
SECL in withdrawing payment of underground 
allowance to 57 workers working in Coal Handling 
Plant Tunnel, West Jhagrakhand Colliery is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief these workmen 
are entitled to ?” 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered on 17-11-93 and notices were issued to 
the partires. 17-2-2005 was the date fixed in the reference 
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for admission and denial of the documents by the parties 
and evidence of workman but on the said date none of the 
parties turned up. No evidence was adduced on behalf of 
the workman. The ordersheet of the reference indicate 
that on several dates fixed in the case, the workman 
absented himself. The above circumstances clearly indicate 
that the workman has lost interest in the case and does 
not want to prosecute it. 

3. Since the workman has lost interest in the case 
and does not want to prosecute this reference. No Dispute 
Award is passed without any order as to costs. 

4. The copy of the award be sent to the Government 
of India. Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH. Presiding Officer 

fftc#, 24 3Tft, 2005 

^T. 3TT. 1545.—3ftsIlPra> Slfafftm, 1947 (1947 
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333tft, ft) 4H3>K 3ft 24-3-2005 3)313171311 3TI 
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New Delhi, the 24th March. 2005 

S.O. 1545.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Aw ard (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/309/97) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, labalpur as shown in the 
Annexure. in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of SECL and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 24-3-2005 

[No. L-22012/185/97-IR (C-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/309/97 
SHR1 C. M. SINGH : Presiding Officer 

The General Secretary, 

M.P. Koyla Khan Loader and Mazdoor Sangh. 

Sohagpur Area, 

Dhanpuri No. I, 

Post Dhanpuri, 

Distt. Shahdol (M.P.) . . . Union/workmen 


I ersus 

The General Manager. 

Sohagpur Area of SECL, 

Post Dhanpuri, Distt. Shahdol (MP), 

The Chief General Manager. 

Hasdeo Area of SECL. 

South Ihagrakhand Colliery, 

Distt. Surguja 

... Managements 

AWARD 

Passed on this 14th day of March, 2005 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L-22012/185/97/IR (C.II) dated 
12-11-97 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Hasdeo 
& Sohagpur Area of SECL in dismissing the eight 
workers from services w.e.f. 30-8-96 is legal and 
justified ? If not, to what relief are the workmen 
entitled and from w hich date ?” 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered on 24-11-97 and notices were issued to 
the partires. Lastly the notices w ere issued to the workmen/ 
Union by registered AD post. This notice was received 
back with the endorsement of the postal department that 
the addressee is not traceable. In this case, since the date 
of registration of the reference order, 12 dates have been 
fixed for filing statement of claim by workmen/Union. 
The workmen/Union did not care to put in appearance 
for filing statement of claim. The workmen/Union also 
failed to intimate thife court, the change of their address. 

3. Under the above circumstances, it is clear that 
the workmen/Union did not want to prosecute this 
reference. Therefore No Dispute Award is passed with 
no order as to costs. 

4. The copy of the award be sent to the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH. Presiding Officer 
M 24 3lft, 2005 
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New Delhi, the 24th March, 2005 

S.O. 1546. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R7208/96) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the 
Annexure. in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of SECL and their workmen, received by 
the Central Government on 24-3-2005 

[No. L-22012/12/1996-IR (C-II)J 
N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/208/96 
SHRI C. M. SINGH : Presiding Officer 

The Vice President, 

M.P. Koyla Mazdoor Sabha. 

Post JKD Colliery’. 

Distt. Surguja (M.P.) ... workman 

Versus ■ 

The General Manager, 

Johilla Area. SECL. 

Post Nowrozabad Colliery. 

Distt. Shahdol (M.P.) ... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 14th day of March. 2005 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L-22012/12/96/IR (C.II) dated 
19-11-96 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal:— 

"Whether the General Manager, Johilla Area of 
SECL in not providing clerk Grade III job/duties to 
SJiri Raman Kumar. Cat. I Mazdoor Pali Project as 
per circular No. CIL/JBCI/IV/II/NO. 29/91/3654- 
80 dated 27-9-91 is legal and justified ? To what 
relief the workman is entitled ?” 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered on 26-11-96 and notices were issued to 
the parties. Lastly the notices was issued to the workmen 
by registered post. Inspite of sufficient serv ice of notice, 
the workman failed to appear and file his statement of 
claim. It appears from the above that the workman has no 
interest in prosecuting the reference. 

3. Under the above circumstances. No Dispute 
Award is passed without any order as to costs. 

4. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India. Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH. Presiding Officer 


^ Rtevnl, 24 ^TT^, 2005 
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New Delhi, the 24th March, 2005 

S.O. 1547. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/108/,96) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of SECL and their workmen, received by 
the Central Government on 24-3-2005 

[No. L-22012/366/1995-IR (C-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/108/96 
SHRI C. M. SINGH : Presiding Officer 

The Working President. 

National Colliery Workers Federation. 

Johilla Area. Post Nowrozabad Colliery. 

Distt. Shahdol (M.P.) . . . Union/Workman 

Versus 

The General Manager. 

Johilla Area. SECL. 

Post Nowrozabad Colliery. 

Distt. Shahdol (M.P.) . . . Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 14th day of March. 2005 

1. The Government of India. Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L-22012/366/95/1R (C.II) dated 
29-3-96 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal : 

"Whether the action of GM. Johilla Area of SECL 
in promoting 10 Grade-I clerks of General Minislrial 
Cadre to the posl.of special Grade clerk v ide office 
order dated 21/22-2-94 is in accordance with Cadre 
scheme formulated by Joint bipartite Committee for 
Coal Industry ? To what relief the Grade 1 clerks or 
General Ministrial Cadre of Johilla Area of SECL 
arc entitled to T 
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2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered on 15-4-96 and notices were issued to the 
partires. Lastly the notices were issued to the workmen / 
Union by registered post. Inspite of sufficient service of 
notice, the workmen/Union did not put in appearance and 
failed to file the statement of claim. It appears from the 
above that the workmen/Union have no interest in 
prosecuting this reference. 

3. Under the above circumstances. No Dispute 
Award is passed without any order as to costs. 

4. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India. Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH. Presiding Officer 
35 f^crft, 24 3T3, 2005 
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New Delhi, the 24th March. 2005 

S.O. 1548.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947;, the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. GGIT/ 
LC/R/31/99) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court. Jabalpur as shown in the 
Annexure. in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of South Eastern Coalfields Ltd. and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
24-3-2005. 

[No. L-22012/25/ 1998-IR (CM-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/31/99 

SHRI C. M. SINGH : Presiding Officer 

The Secretary. 

Rashtriya Kovla Khadan Mazdoor Sangh 

(INTUC) 

HQ Branch. SECL. 

Distt. Bilaspur (M.P.) . . . Union/Workman 


The Chairman Cum Managing Director, 

South Eastern Coalfields Ltd. (HQ), 

Bilaspur (M.P.) . . . Management 

AWARD 

Passed on 10th March, 2005 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L-22012/25/98/IR (CM. II) dated 
11-12-98 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal: 

“Whether the demand of the Rashtriya Koyla 
Khadan Mazdoor Sangh (INTUC) Hqrs Branch 
Bilaspur (MP) for overtime wages at the rate of one 
and half times of the normal wages to the SECL Hq 
employees (monthly rated) at par with the rate of 
OT wages paid to the monthly rated employees of 
CIL Hq Calcutta and WCL, Hqrs. Nagpur is 
justified ? If not. to what relief is the workmen is 
entitled ?” 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered on 11-1-99 and notices were issued to the 
parties. The order sheet dated 8-5-04 reveals that on the 
said date, the authorised representatives of both the parties 
were present and date 8-7-04 was fixed for filing the 
statement of claim of the workmen/Union. After the 
aforesaid date, the workmen/Union absented themselved. 
Fresh notice was issued to the workmen/Union by 
registered AD post for filing statement of claim. Inspite 
of sufficient service of notice on workmen/Union they 
failed to put in appearance and to file statement of claim. 
The above circumstances clearly indicate that the 
workmen/Union have no interest in the case and they do 
not want to prosecute this reference. 

3. In view of the above. No Dispute Award is passed 
without any order as to costs. 

4. The copy of the award be sent to the Government 
of India. Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH. Presiding Officer 
M ^erft, 24 ^Tlft, 2005 
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New Delhi, the 24th March, 2005 

S.O. 1549. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/28/99) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of SECL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 24-03-2005 

[No. L-22012/410/I997-IR (CM-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/28/99 

SHRI C. M. SINGH : Presiding Officer 

The Area General Secretary, 

Rashtriya Koyla Khadan Mazdoor Sangh 
(INTUC). 

C-121, Subhash Block, SECL, 

PO Korba colliery, 

Distt. Bilaspur (M.P.) ... Union/Workman 

'fy. 

Versus 

The Sub Area Manager, 

SECL. Rajgamar Colliery, 

PO Rajgamar, 

Distt. Bilaspur, Bilaspur (M.P.) . . . Management 

AWARD 

Passed on 10th March, 2005 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L-22012/410/97/1R (CM.II) dated 
11/15-12-98 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal: 

'‘Whether the action of the management of SECL, 
Rajgamar Colliery. Distt. Bilaspur (MP) in 
terminating the services of Shri Shankar S/o Shri 
Tahsilram. E.\. Loader of Rajgamar Colliery w.e.f. 
6-3-91 vide order No. Raj/Dy. GM/Termination/ 
3569-79 dated 6-3-91 is justified ? If not to what 
relief is the workman entitled ?” 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered on 11 -1 -99. and notices were issued to the 
parties. Lastly the notice was issued to the workman/Union 
by registered AD post for filing statement of claim. The 
order sheet dated 17-2-2005 reveals that inspite of 
sufficient service of notice, the workman/Union failed to 
appear and to file the statement of claim. This clearly 
indicates that the workman/Union has no interest in the 
case and does not want to prosecute the reference. 


3. In view of the above, No Dispute Award is passed 
without any order as to costs. 

4. The copy of the award be sent to the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

28 'RTS}, 2005 
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New Delhi, the 28th March, 2005 

S.O. 1550. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 7(C)/2004) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
PATANA (BIHAR) as shown in the Annexure, in the 
. Industrial dispute betwden the management of UCO Bank 
. and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 24-03-2005. 

[No. L-12012/23/2004-IR (B-II)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, PATNA." 

Reference Case No. 7 C of 2004. 

The Senior Manager, UCO Bank, Rathore Mansion, 
Bank More, Dhanbad (Bihar) and Sri Bijendra Singh. 
S/o. Shri Chathu Rai. Kuiji Bujurg, Digha. PO. Sadakat 
Ashram, Patna (Bihar). 

For the Management : Mr. P.K. Chatterjee, A.C.O.. 
UCO Bank. 

For the Workman : Sri B. Prasad, State Secretary of 
UCO Bank Employees 
Association. 

Present : Pariya Saran, Presiding Officer, 

Industrial Tribunal, Patana. 

AWARD 

Patana. dated the 19th March, 2005. 

By the adjudication order No. L-12012/23/2004-IR 
(B-II) dated 31-05-2004 the Government of India, Ministry 
of Labour, New Delhi has referred, under Clause(d) of 
sub-section(l) and" sub-section(2 A) of Section 10 of the 
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Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (hereinafter to be referred 
to as 'the Act'), the following dispute between the 
management of UCO Bank. Rathore Mansion. Bank 
More. Dhanbad (Bihar) and their workman Sri Bijendra 
Singh. Kurji Bujurg, Digha, P.O. Sadakat Ashram, Patna 
(Bihar) for adjudication to this Tribunal : 

"Whether the action of the management of UCO 

Bank. Dhanbad Branch in terminating Shri Bijendra 

Singh from the services ofthe Bank w.e.f. 1-6-1997 

is legal and justified ? If not. what relief the 

disputment is entitled to ?" 

2. Both parties filed their written statement and 
contested the reference. Worker's case, in short, is that he 
was orally appointed by the management of UCO Bank 
as temporary Driver w.e.f. 1-10-1990 and was instructed 
to drive Bank's Vehicle alloted to the Chief Manager. UCO 
Bank. Dhanbad Branch. He used to perform his duty as 
driver as per requirement of the management. He was 
initially appointed in the pay scale starting from Rs. 1230 
per month. His basic pay at the time of termination was 
Rs. 1500. He was also given various allowances. 
Increments. Bonus etc. The management formulated 
Scheme on many occassions for regularising the services 
of Personal Drivers on the posts of Driver/Peon after 
completion of six years of effective sendee. Many stfch 
personal drivers were in fact regularised in the Bank in 
due course, but workers's prayer was not headed to when 
request was made by him for his absorption. He was finally 
terminated from sendee after 31-5-1997. As stated in the 
Written Statement there has been v iloation of provisions 
of 25F of the I.D. Act besides unfair labour practices etc. 
at the hands of the management and worker's termination 
is covered u/s. 2(oo) of the I.D. Act. In view of aforesaid 
av ernments. the worker has claimed for his reinstatement 
with back wages, regularisation as Driver/Peon and 
payment of wages due. 

3. The management on the other hand has, inter 
alia, claimed that there never existed any relationship of 
master and Servant between the worman and the 
■Management and he was not a workman in the eye of 
law. Man < nient's further case is that Bank provides 
certain officers entitled under regulation with the facility 
of Bank's Car. The Bank reimburses the Petrol and Oil 
actually consumed, fixed coast of maintenance, and 
repairs etc. There is also a provdsons for engagement of 
Personal Driver on fixed charges with facility like 
Uniform. Shoes and ex-gratia payment etc. which is 
reimbursed by the Bank to the Officer concerned. In view 
of aforsaid facility to the Officers, the Chief Manager 
engaged the worker as personal driver to drive Bank's 
Car and he was paid the fixed amount as per circulars, 
which was reinmbursed by the Bank to the officer 
concerned. The worker wus not covered u/s. 2(S) of the 


I.D. Act. He was never appointed orally by the Bank as 
temporary driver as claimed by him. On the basis of 
statements above, the management has prayed for 
answering the award against the worker. 

4. Both the parties have examined their witnesses 
besides filing certain documents in support of their rival 
claims. 

5. Workers has examined three witness in all 
including himself. Their statements suggest that the 
worker used to work as personal driver of Chief Manager. 
UCO Bank. Dhanbad and drove Bank's Car till 31-5-1997. 
He was being paid annual increment. Washing Allowance. 
Halting Allowance. Festiv al Advance etc. besides monthly 
salary. He was terminated from service without any notice. 
They have fimhe* stated that several persons such as Ram 
Nhvas singh. Yasvvant Singh and Kulvvant Singh were 
absorbed in regular sendees who had earlier worked as 
personal driver like (hat of the worker. The worker as 
WW1 has admitted in his cross-examination that he was 
paid a consolidated amount with annual increments. WW2 
Bhart yadav and WW3 Ram Niwas singh were also some 
times personal drivers as like the worker and finally 
absorbed in Bank's sen ice on regular basis. Ext.W is 
mpointment letter in relation to WW3. This witness says 
in his evidence that he took the worker to the Manager, 
when he desired for a driver. 

6. The worker has filed some more documents to 
lay support to his case. These are Ext. vv/1-representation 
of workers for his regular appointment. Ext .W/2 Bank's 
Circular showing revised rate of monthly payment to 
personal drivers. W/3-vvorking and experience certificate 
issued by Chief Manager to the worker. Ext. W/4-Worker's 
School Transfer Certificate. Ext. W/5-Worker's application 
for payment of salary of leave due, Ext. W/6-Worker's 
registration with Employment Exchange. Ext.W/7- 
Worker's Pass-Book and Ext. W/8-Copy of agreement 
between the Management and Employees Association 
regarding absorption of personal drivers. In the context 
of this case, Ext. W/8 is of some importance as the worker 
claims this to be the basis of his case. He has claimed that 
many other personal drivers were absorbed in permanent 
service by the Bank in view of aforsaid agreement. This 
document will be taken for examination at a later stage 

7. The management has examined two witnesses. 
They are MW1 Sanjay Kumar Palit and MW2 Amod 
Kumar Singh, They both are Bank's Officers. They have 
stated that the worker was employed by the Chief 
Manager, UCO Bank. Dhanbad as personal driver for 
which he was entitled under Bank's Circular. Payment to 
the worker was made by him, which u'as subsequently 
reimbursed by the Bank. The worker had no connection 
with the Bank. The Chief Manager issued various 
working certificates to the worker (Ext. M 1 1 -series), in 
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their personal capacity. The personal drivers were made 
various payment under Bank's Circular Ext.M.Ext.M/2 
has also been filed by the management to show the rates 
of monthly payment to personal drivers. The MWs.have 
made it further clear during cross-examination that 
Bonus was not paid to the worker, rather ex-gratia payment 
was made to him as per Bank's circular. The management 
has also filed certain vouchers (Ext.M/3-series) through 
which payment was made to the worker on certain 
occasions’. 

8 . The sum and sustance of the case in view of 
rival contentions and evidence, both oral and documentary, 
led by them in this reference is that the worker was 
engaged as personal driver with effect from 1-10-1990 
and he used to drive Car made available to the Chief 
Manager. Dhanbad by the Bank. It is also clear from the 
evidence that the worker was paid a consolidated amount 
and other allowances every month as provided in 
Exts.M.M/2 and W/2. All payments made to the worker 
were reimbursed to the Chief Manager as per Bank's 
Circular Ext.M. 

9. Ext.M appears to be the most important place of 
document where under worker was engaged as personal 
driver by the Chief Manager, UCO Bank, Dhanbad. This 
document provides that certain Senior Officers are entitled 
for Bank's Car for their official work. It is clearly noted 
therein that they are expected to drive the Car themselves 
and will not be provided any Bank's driver in the normal 
circumstances, excepting for any cogent reason as 
mentioned in Clause ‘E’ and in such case, payment to 
personal driver so engaged shall be reimbursed to them. 
Ext.M thus quite emphatically mentions that Bank shall 
not provide any driver to the officers for the Cars given to 
them by the Bank. The officers instead are required to 
drive the Cars themselves. If for any congent reason, they 
are unable to drive the Car themselves they may engaged 
personal drivers at their own and payment made by them 
to the drivers shall be reimbursed by the Bank. It is hence 
abundantly clear from Ext.M that Bank has to do nothing 
with the employment of personal , drivers. Such drivers 
are neither employed by the Bank nor they work under its 
control or direction. 

10. The worker although has made a statement in 
para (3) of his W.S. that he was orally appointment as 
temporary driver but there is no evidence on record to 
support this contention. The worker has placed much 
reliance on Ext.W/8. This document is and agreement 
between the management and the Employees Association 
whereunder it was agreed upon to absorb such personal 
drivers in Bank's service on humanitarian and 
compassionate grounds, who had been serving with the 
officers of the Bank as personal drivers as on 31-12-1988 
and whose names stood mentioned in Annexure ‘1’ of 


the agreement. This appears to be one time measure 
adopted by the Bank on humanitarian and compassionate 
grounds. The Bank never intended to extend the 
preposition under Ext.W/8 beyond agreed date which is 
noted in the agreement. The worker in present case was 
admittedly not in service on 31-12-88. He was rather 
engaged with effect from 1-1-1990 as personal driver. This 
document is thus of no avail to the worker. 

11. During course of argument learned 
representative of the Union placed before me the Photo 
copy of Hon'ble Supreme Court's Order in Civil Appeal 
No. 15834/2004 alongwith judgement and order of 
Hon'ble Guwahati High Court, in WA 465/03 and 
submitted that the Hon'ble Court directed in similar 
circumstances the management of Central Bank of India 
to absorb drivers employed by their Executive personnel.I 
must say that this case law is not at all applicable in the 
facts and circumstances of the case on hand. The case 
before Hon'ble Guwahati High Court was against non¬ 
absorption of personal drivers, who were eligible for 
absorption under Bank's Policy decision dated 22-6-88. 
The case before us can not be equated with the case of 
those workers who had been before Hon'ble High Court 
in WA-465/03. 

12. The management on the other hand, placed 
reliance on a Judgement of Hon'ble Supreme Court 
reported in 1978-LIC-519. This is exactly a similarly 
situated case. The question for consideration before 
Hon'ble Apex Court was whether a Personal Driver of 
Area Manager of Nationalised Bank was a workman under 
the I.D. Act or not. The Hon'ble Apex Court held that 
such personal drivers engaged by Bank's Executives are 
not covered under Sec.2(S) of I.D. Act and there does not 
exist any relationship of Employer and Employee between 
Bank and the Personal Driver. 

13. For getting a success before this Tribunal, the 
workman has to initially establish his relationship as 
worker with the Bank. His claim can not stand just on the 
ground that some of personal drivers got appointment in 
the bank. Their appointment can neither be a precedent 
nor any basis for upholding worker's case. He has to stand 
on his own. As per Section 2(S) of the Act. a workman 
means any person employed in any industry. For a decision 
on the relationship it has to be noted as to w ho is 
paymaster, who can dismiss, who has employed and who 
has effective control. The direction and control are 
governing factors to decide as to whether the worker in 
the present case is the employee of the Bank. The evidence 
adduced by the parties led before Tribunal leads to only 
one conclusion that the Bank provided car to the Chief 
Manager. UCO Bank. Dhanbad and he privately engaged 
a driver in view of provision contained in Ext.M. The 
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worker was paid his salary etc. by the Chief Manager as ANNEXURE 

his employer and the sum so paid by the Manager was BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 


reimbursed by the Bank. There is nothing on record to 
make out a nexus between the Bank and the worker, nor 
there is any material before us to show that the control 
and direction with relation to the worker ever vested in 
the Bank. The evidence rather is to the contrary. This 
crucial point about relationship between the parties has 
remained unestablished. The evidence clearly indicates 
that the worker never worked under the directions and 
control of the Bank and he is not a worker as required by 
Sec. 2(S) of the Act. This point having gone against the 
worker, he is certainly not entitled to a claim of absorption 
or employment in the Bank. His claim is not at all tenable 
in the facts and circumstances of this case. 

14. In the result, I find and hold in view of materials 
on record and discussions made above that the claim of 
the worker is not sustainable in the eye of law as he has 
not established himself as workman under Section 2(S) 
of the Act and the reference is misconceived. In view of 
above, there was no question of termination of worker's 
services at the hands of the management of UCO Bank, 
Dhanbad. In fact, the management had not to play any 
role nor has been concerned in any manner whatsoever 
in worker's engagement or disengagement at any point of 
time. The worker is not entitled to any relief whatsoever 
nor he has been able to make out any case in his favour. 

15. Award accordingly. 

PRIYA SARAN, Presiding Officer 
Rcrfl, 29 2005 

oFT. OT. 1551.— fall-; 3#rfFFF, 1947 (1947 

FF 14 ) ^ «rro 17 % i#.TreT FFFFF % 7TF3* 

sr-piq 4 faRy 

4' sikMucb srfepir srrenreitvT (*M 

WIT 5/1995) ^ wt t, uro 

29-3-2005 3JTO §3TT s?T I 

[*?. TXrf-22012/422/1994-3TT^. 31K. (-#.-11)] 
PF. Ft. %7TFF, 

New Delhi, the 29th March. 2005 

S.O. 1551.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby published the Award (Ref. No. 5/ 
1995) of the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court. ASANSOL as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial dispute between the management of ECL 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 29-03-2005. 

[No. L-22012/422/ 1994-IR (C-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 


TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ASANSOL. 

PRESENT : Sri Md. Sarfaraz Khan, Presiding Officer. 
Reference No. 5 of 1995. 

PARTIES: 

The Agent, Topsi Colliery, 

M/s. ECL., P.O. Topsi, 

Distt. Burdwan (WB) ... Management. 

Vrs. 

Sri Arkhit Routh, 

Deployed as Line Mistry, 

Represented by Janta Colliery, 

Mazdoor Congress. Asansol. . . . Workman, 

REPRESENTATIVES : 

For the Management : Sri P. Banerjee, Advocate. 

For the Workman : Sri Mahendra Singh, General 
(Union) Secretary of the Union. 

Industry : Coal State : West Bengal. 

Dated 18-02-2005. 

AWARD 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of the Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
Government of India through the Ministry of Labour vide 
its Order No. L-22012 (422)/94-IR.(C.II) dated 05-01-1995 
has been pleased to refer the following dispute for 
adjudication by this Tribunal. 

“Whether the action of the management of Topsi 
Colliery under Kunustoria Area of ECL in praying 
category III wages to Sh, Arkhit Routh deployed 
as line Mistry since 1979 to February, 1988 and 
thereafter reducing his basic wages from March, 

88 onwards is legal and justified ? If not to what 
relief the concerned workman is entitled to ?” 

2. After the receipt of the aforesaid order of 
reference summons were issued to the respective parties 
through the registered post and after having received the 
summons both the parties appeared and filed their M 
separate sets of written statement in support of their 
claims. 

3. From perusal of the record its transpires that 
the case was fixed for hearing on 1-4-1997 at the request 
of the union but no step was taken by the union on the 
date fixed. It is further clear from the record that the union 
left taking any steps on its behalf. In the mean time 
repeatedly notices were issued to the union and the A/D. 
after due service of the notices was also received but no 
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step was subsequently taken by the side of the union since 
1-4-1997. The reference is pending since the year 1995 
and the same could nor be disposed of due to callous 
attitude of the union. These all facts prevailing in the 
record goes to show that the union has enterest in this 
case and it is not at all advisable to keep the record 
pending for a long time as no purpose is to in solved. 

4. As such in the prevailing facts and 
circumstances of the case a “No Dispute Award” is passed. 
Let the copies of the award be sent to the Ministry of 
Labour for information and needful. The reference is 
accordingly disposed of. 

MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer. 

"H* Rcffl, 29 2005 

^it.3ir. 1552.—aDsilPw faqis srftPm, 1947 (1947 
^51 14 ) 17 % 

ok4«*i 0' sN t fira? 

fw; 3 hhuH (■^M 

43/1996) ^1 Jt+lRfW %, ^ *Uq>K ^ 

29-3-2005 3TF<t f31T *TT I 

[*i. 1^-22012/486/1995-31^. 3m. (#.-II)] 
TS/T. ift. q>*iq*i, 3lft(cf,i<) 

New Delhi, the 29th March, 2005 

S.O. 1552. —In pursuance df Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby published the Award (Ref. No. 43/1996) 
of the Central Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
ASANSOL as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
dispute between the management of ECL and their 
workman, received by the Central Government on 
29-03-2005. 

[No. L-22012/486/1995-IR (C-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ASANSOL. 

Present: Sri Md. Sarfaraz Khan, Presiding Officer. 

Reference No. 43 of 1996. 

Parties: 

The Agent, Shyamsundarpur Colliery, 

PO. Ukhra, Distt. Burdwan. ... Management. 

Vrs. 


Sri Uday Guara represented by, 

Khan Shramik Congress, P.O. Ukhra, 

Distt. Burdwan. ... Workman. 

Representatives: 

For the Management : Sri P.D. Das, Advocate. 

For the Workman : Sri S.D. Pandent of the Union. 
Industry . Coal State : West Bengal. 

Dated 17-02-2005. 

AWARD 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section 2(A) of the Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
Government of India through the Ministry of Labour vide 
its Order No. L-22012/486/95-I.R. (C.II) dated 26-9-96 
has been pleased to refer the following dispute for 
adjudication by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Shyamsunderpur Colliery, Bankola Area of M/s. 
ECL in dismissing the service of Sh. Udey Gaur is 
legal and justified ? If not, what relief the workman 
is entitled to T 

2. After receipt of the order of the aforesaid 
reference from the Government of india through the 
^Ministry of Labour, summons were issued to the respective 
parties through the registered post and in pursuance to 
the summons both the parties appeared through their 
representatives and filed their written statement in support 
of their respective claims. 

3. It transpires from the perusal of the record that 
3-6-97 was the date fixed for filing the records of enquiry 
proceeding by the management but no step was taken by 
the side of the union on the date fixed. It is further clear 
from the record that the record of enquiry proceeding 
was produced by the side of the management and the 
enquiry proceeding was held by the predecessor to valid 
and fair in absence of the union. The record further 
reflects that twice or thrice summons were issued to the 
union to appear and contest the case but unfortunately 
inspite of the due service of the summons, no body turned 
up to represent the union. These all facts and prevailing 
circumstances of the case go to show that the union has 
got no interest in this case and does not want to proceed 
with the proceedings. So it is not advisable to keep the 
record pending any more as the reference itself has 
become very old and pending since the year 1996. 
Accordingly a “No Dispute Award” is passed. Let the copy 
of the award be sent to the Ministry of Labour for 
information and needful. 

MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer. 
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M 29 rH, 2005 

cFT. 3R. 1553.—oMPh* srftrfwr, 1947 (1947 

mT 14) ml RRT 17 %uflR7RmKU7Rl : ^% 

RURUR % 7l"q«S Pi41 Um] sfll cl'iq, e t>4 c t>l<f %mN) 3TJ«m 
PiR^e 34^1 •oTlP 1 =+-. iqqic^’ ^)-i0'4 nwn oilulPlqi 3 tPwji/SFT 
"4MM4-II, % RRTU (RUR RRT 7£R) ml M<+lPvid 

wt t, # %^k TOR Url 28-03-2005 ml UTO f 3TT «TT I 

[71. TTeT-41012/322/2003-3TF5- RR. (Rt.-I)] 
«fl.3!R. ^P)S, 3TUT Mpqq 
New Delhi, the 29th March. 2005 

S.O. 1553.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Nil) of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court- 
II. Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure. in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Northern Railway and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
28-03-2005. 

[No. L-41012/322/2003-IR (B-I)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Seat 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRL4L TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT-11, 
CHANDIGARH 

SHR1 KULDIP SINGH : Presiding Officer. 

Case No. L-41012/322/2003 (IR-B-I) 

Date of Institution 30-11-2004 
Date of decision 23-02-2005 

Ram Sukh, Khalasi. 

Jagadhari Workshop 
Northern Railway. 

Jagadhari 

Versus 

Chief Works Manager, 

Jagadhari workshop. 

Northern Railway. 

Jagadhari. . . Respondents 

Memo for w orkman 

Mr. N.K. Jakhmi. Advocate & Respondent 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. This reference 
was received, from the Government of India, on 21st of 
June 2004. The endorcements made by the appropriate 
Got eminent shows that the notice of the reference was 
given, among others, to the workman also. The reference 
was Registered in the Industrial Tribunal Chandigarh on 
19-08-2004. on which day. Mr. R.P. Rana, Advocate 
appeared for the w orkman and sought time to file the claim 


petition and authority Letter, by negate. Mr. Rana. also 
appeared in this Tribunal, on the receipt of this reference 
in this Court, but stated that he has no instructions to 
appear. The Tribunal took extra care and issued notice to 
the workman, under postal certificate on 23-12-2004. The 
U.P.C. was placed on the record of file of Ram Iqbal I.D. 
No. L-41012132512003 CIR (B-l) Date. 13-05-2004, 
asking him to appear in this court on 12-01-2005. w hich 
he did not do. The Tribunal waited for him and also issued 
fresh notice. Mr. Rana stated at bar, that the workman 
does not seem to be interested to prosecute this reference 
for the reason that he is stated to have been adjusted by 
the management. Non-appearance of the workman, despite 
repeated notice, strengthens the statement of Mr. Rana 
that since the workman has been adjusted, therefore, he 
is not coming to the Court. 

On record, I do not find any evidence to show that 
there was an occasion for the management, of Northern 
Railway, to deny the post of Khalasi to the workman 
unjustifiedly nor there is any thing to show', that the 
workman had the claim for the post of Khalasi, which 
was denied to him. In the absence of any evidence on 
record, it is difficult, for this Tribunal, to find out that 
whether or not management, at all. denied the post of 
Khalasi to the workman; and that the denial was 
unjustified. In the circumstances the reference made by 
the Government is answered in the terms that the reference 
cannot be answered appropriately for want of evidence 
and therefore, it is returned with a direction that the same 
be filed. A copy of this Award be sent to the appropriate 
Government for necessary action. 

KULDIP SINGH. Presiding Officer 
M fe#, 29 rH, 2005 

mT.3R. 1554.—fqq|<t Rfi#R1R, 1947 (1947 
mT 14) ml RRt 17 % R j7R u l %-sfa TK<4>K RTRl\cT^ % 
itumrsf % Rms fmrfRml" mump! % rjrr 

PtR; 1 *! 3flulPiq>fqqi<;'4'qi-s(]q RfurniVT/SIR 

^TPTRTR -II, RVRtm? % TUTU (R^j WIT TJ^U) ml Rmtfw 
wt t, Rl RTmR ml 28-03-2005 ml RTRT f RT *TT I 

[R. RcT-41012/325/2003-Rli RR. (RT.-I)] 
Rt.-QR. -tfms, rut ufmt 
New Delhi, the 29th March. 2005 

S.O. 1554.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Nil) of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Couri- 
II. Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure. in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Northern Railw ay and their w orkman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
28-03-2005. 

[No. L-41012/325/2003-IR (B-I)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 

TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURI-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

SHRIKULDIP SINGH : Presiding Officer 
CASE No. L-41012/325/2003 IR-(B-I) 

Date of Institution 30-11 -2004 
Date of Decision 23-02-2005 

Ram Iqbal Rai Khalasi, 

Jagadhari Workshop, 

Northern Railway, 

Jagadhari. ...Petitioner 

Versus 

Chief Works Manager, 

Jagadhari Workshop, 

Northern Railway, 

Jagadhari. - . *. Respondents 

Memo for workman 

Mr. N.K. Jakhmi: Advocate & Respondent 
AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. This reference 
was received, from the Government of India, on 21st of 
June 2004. The endorsements made by the appropriate 
Government shows that the notice of the reference was 
given, among others, to the workman also. The reference 
was Registered in the Industrial Tribunal Chandigarh on 
19-08-2004, on which day, Mr. R.P. Rana, Advocate 
appeared for the workman and sought time to file the claim 
petition and authority Letter, by next date. Mr. Rana, also 
appeared in this Tribunal, on the receipt of this reference 
in this Court, but stated that he has no instruction to 
appear. The Tribunal took extra care and issued notice to 
the workman, under postal certificate on 23-12-2004. The 
U.P.C. placed on record. The workman was asked to 
appear on 12-01-2005, which he did not do. The Tribunal 
waited for him and also issued fresh notice. Mr. Rana 
stated at bar, that the workman does not seem to be 
interested to prosecute this reference for the reason that 
he is stated to have been adjusted by the management. 
Non-appearance of the workman, despite repeated notices, 
strengthens the statement of Mr. Rana that since the 
workman has been adjusted, therefore, he is riot coming 
to the Court. 

On record, I do not find any evidence to show that 
there was an occasion for the management, of Northern 
Railway, to deny the post of Khalasi to the workman 
unjustifiedly nor there is any thing to show, that the 
workman had the claim for the post of Khalasi, which 
was denied to him. In the absence of any evidence on 
record, it is difficult, for this Tribunal, to find out that 
whether or not management, at all, denied the post of 


Khalasi to the workman; and that the denial was 
unjustified. In the circumstances the reference made by 
the Government is answered in the terms that the reference 
cannot be answered appropriately for want of evidence 
and therefore, it is returned with a direction that the same 
be filed. A copy of this Award be sent to the appropriate 
Government for necessary action. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M ftc#, 29 2005 

■5JT. 3tr. 1555.—faqi? 1947 (1947 

3H14) 3ft URT 17 % •$, Rajqtnt % 

mj'jw'j sfrr 3^*1 3 

afterrfuui fu«n3 ik-slu *k<sr sftatPw arfa^Rvt 

108/2003) #^Rsfc?^R35R 

29-3-2005 ufr 7IRT «tl I 

[H. Rvt-42012/98/2001-3u£ 31H. (*fhjR.-II)] 

New Delhi, the 29th March, 2005 

S.O. 1555. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishe the Award (Ref. No. 108/ 
2003) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial dispute between the management of 
Doordarshan Kendra and their workman which was 
received by the Central Government on 28-03-2005. 

[No. L-42012/98/2001-IR (CM-II)j 
N.P. KESHAVAN, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

CHENNAI 

Thursday the 24th February, 2005 
Present ; K. Jayaraman Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 108/2003 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), between the management of Doordarshan Kendra, 
Chennai and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

The General Secretary, 

Broadcasting Engineering 
Employees Union,. 

Chennai. ... I Party/Claimant 

AND 


1180 GI/ 05—12 
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1. The Director, . . II Party/Management 

Doordarshan Kendra, 

Chennai. 

2. The Chief Executive Officer, 

Doordarshan Kendra, New Delhi. 

3. The Executive Director (Strategic Branch) 

Prasar Bharati, New Delhi. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Claimant : M/s. V. Prakash, Advocates 
For the Management : Mr. M. Venkateswaram, ACGSC 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour 
vide Order No. L-42012/98/2001 -IR (CM-II) dated 
17-06-2003 has referred this industrial dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication. The schedule mentioned dispute 
in that order is: 

'Whether the decision of the management of 
Doordarshan Kendra, Chennai for surrender of posts 
and redeployment/relieving of employees is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief the concerned 
workmen are entitled to ?" 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken 
on file as I D. No. 108/2003 and notices were issued to 
both the parties and both the parties entered appearance 
through their advocates and filed their Claim Statement 
and Counter Statement respectively, 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner Union m the 
Claim Statement are briefly as follows : 

The Doordarshan Kendra. Chennai was commenced 
in the year 1975 and the staff strength in March, 1994 
was: 


1 . 

Senior Engineering Assistant 

-45 

2 . 

Engineering Assistant 

-70 

3. 

Senior Technician 

-21 

4. 

Technician 

-26 

5. 

Helper 

-42 

6 . 

Khalasi 

-08 


When the dispute was raised in the year 1999, the number 
of Senior Engineering Assistants were reduced to 30, 
Engineering Assistants to 51, Technician to 20, Helper 
and Khalasi to 11. While the strength reduced 
the hours of transmission and work load increased 
substantially. The Doordarshan Kendra, Chennai 
commenced operation on 15-8-75 and at that time the 
broadcast was only in the eveming. Subsequently, it was 
increased periodically and during the year 1980 to 1990 
national programs started and Doordarshan Kendra 
started colour transmission and it covered the entire 
Chennai city and State. The satellite regional language 
service channel commenced on 18-10-83 and on 14-11-95, 


one more transmitter DD3 service was started. 
Subsequently, Prasar Bharati Corporation took over the 
All India Radio and Doordarshan on 15-9-97 and 24 hours 
satellite channel was introduced. Now the Respondent/ 
Management is an autonomous corporation. The number 
of transmission hours was increased due to termendous 
expansion of television programme and therefore, 
transmission hours have increased manifold times during 
these r ears. The total number of hours of transmission is 
584.9 hours. While so, the Ministry of Information and 
Broadcasting by its letter dated 15-2-96 and with 
continuation letter dated 28-2-95 and 24-5-95 reduced 
the non-gazetted posts of Senior Engineering Assistants 
by 10, Engineering Assistants by 6 without any basis. After 
the reduction of posts, on 8-9-2000 the Senior Engineering 
Assistants has come to 30, Engineering Assistants-51, 
Senior Technician-24, Technician-20 and Helper & 
Khalasi-37. Due to the expansion, staff strength is not 
sufficient to handle the programme production, 
transmission O.B. coverage etc. and due to this the 
Superintendent Engineer of Doordarshan Kendra, 
Chennai has demanded an increase in staff strength and 
submitted requirment of engineering staff of Doordarshan 
Kendra under letter dated 10-3-97. After the revision of 
pay scale of Engineering Assistants and Senior 
Engineering Assistants, the overtime component is totally 
removed due to non-eligibility as per CCS rules. Without 
considering the additional work Prasar Bharati 
Corporation management all of a sudden issued adhoc 
norms for the reduction of staff for subordinate engineering 
staffand issued re-deployment order dated 4-4-2000. Thus, 
the management redeployed the employees in television 
relay centres and the Television relay centres are 
functioning as auxiliary centres for the regional 
Doordarshan Kendra. More than 64 T.V. relay centres 
are functioning under the Doordarshan Kendra. Chennai. 
1 he sanctioned staff for T.V. relay centre as per Staff 
inspection unit norms are : 


Assistant Engineer 

- 1 

Senior Engineering Assistant 

- 1 

Engineering Assistant 

-3 

Senior Technician 

- 1 

Technician 

-3 

Helper 

-2 

But the above staff strength was revised by Prasar Bharati 
Corporation as per order dated 11-8-98 namely : 

Assistant Engineer 

- 1 

Senior Engineering Assistant 

- 1 

Engineering Assistant 

-2 

Senior Technician 

- 1 

Technician 

-2 

Helper 

- 1 
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Also the Respondent/Management reduced the staff 
strength in high power transmitters and metro high power 
transmitters etc: After this re-deployment the workload 
of the employees increased double fold due to reduction 
of employees. Even the T. V. relay centres are ftmctiohing 
u'ith five or eight staff whereas the work load has 
increased manifold times. Therefore, the impugned 
reduction is arbitrary without any rationale or scientific 
study and also in violation of Article 14 df Constitution 
of India and reduction and re-deployment is unjust and 
unfair and unreasonable. Hence the Petitioner Union 
prays to restore the strength of various cadres namely 
posts of Senior Engineering Assistant, Engineering 
Assistant, Senior Technician, Technician, Helper & 
Khalasi. 

4. As against this, the 1st Respondent which has 
filed counter statement, which was adopted by all other 
Respondents, wherein, it is alleged that the Petitioner 
Union is not a recognised staff association by the 
department, therefore, it cannot sustain this claim petition. 
The Petitioner's statement with regard to figures 
mentioned in para 5 are incorrect as much as the strength 
of Senior Engineering Assistants and Khalasi have been 
mentioned as 45 and 8 respectively but the actual figure 
is 44 and 5 respectively. Actually 91 posts relating to 
Engineering, Programme. News and administration 
cadres were abolished in pursuance of Govt, policy of 
1993 vide Ministry of Finance order dated 3-5-93 to effect 
economy on Govt, expenditure on the establishments. In 
view of the need for adopting austerity measures for 
curtailing expenditure, Govt, issued instructions vide order 
dated 3-5-93 to all Ministries/departments for abolition 
of posts which have been lying vacant for over a period of 
one year. Therefore, the applicants have not been singled 
out for any discrimination in any way. Further, the. 
increase/decrease in transmission hours is decided as a 
policy matter taking into account amongst various factors 
or like public popularity, public demand, national 
imprtance, viewers opinion etc. Further the introduction 
of satellite channels is not the phenomenon for Chennai 
alone. The Govt, after acquiring the setellite facility 
decided to give setellite service for the benefit of public 
particularly those who are residing outside their home 
State, to get the programme of their language.Though, 
the AIR and Doordarshan Kendra have become 
Corporation under Prasar Bharati in 1997, the staff 
working in Prasar Bharati are still Govt, servants on 
deemed deputation and governed by CCS rules and are 
yet to be absorbed by new Corporation Prasar Bharati. In 
the over all situation the management had ensured that 
subordinate engineerig staff do not perform more than 
their expected normal duty hours and do assigned duties, 
which are primarily theirs. If any staff is retained beyond 
his duty hours on rare occasions, he/she is compensated 
by overtime allowance/compensatory off as per their 


entitlement fixed by Govt. With the advent of modem 
technology and development in the electronic media, 
requirement of manpower is to be rationalized and utilised 
places as per exigencies. However, the deparment is to 
take every care to see the welfitre of employees and 
accordingly, action is being taken to protect their rights 
in consultation with the recognised associations of 
Engineering discipline. It is also false to state that after 
revision of pay scale of Engineering Assistants and Senior 
Engineering Assistants, the overtime component was 
completely removed. The Ministry of Finance has taken 
the study of staffing norms for review of staff strength in 
Doordarshan installations and has since submitted its 
report in 2002 in respect of High Power Transmitters/ 
Low Power Transmitter and DMCs and in respect of 
Doordarshan Kendra in.2003. On the basis of 
recommendation of SIU the staff has been worked out 
and proposal sent to Ministry of Information & 
Broadcasting for implementation of SIU 
recommendations. The proposal for creation and abolition 
as per SIU norms are pending for Govt, approval. The 
actual strength of Engineering Staff of DDK, Chennai as 
on 31-3-2000 is : 


Senior Engineering Assistant 

-35 

Engineering Assistant 

-64 

Senior Technician 

-24 

Technician 

-23 

Helper 

-33 

Khalasi 

-4 


The Petitioner is trying to mislead the Tribunal. The order 
dated 11-8-98 revising the staff strength of Engineering 
cadres at HPTs/LPTs/DMCs was kept in abeyance till 
further orders as per order dated 18-9-98. Further, the 
earlier case on the same issue filed by the office bearers of 
Petitioner Union in W.P. No. 18119 of 1998 in the name 
of AIR and DDEA's association was dismissed by High 
Court vide order dated 12-3-03. After the issue of Office 
Memo dated 3-5-93 by the Ministry of Finance, the 
Respondent department has not reduced the staff strength 
nor surrendered any post. The department has only re¬ 
arranged the existing staff strength according to exigencies 
in the place of need, due to development in technology. 
Transfer of staff from one station to another are effected 
after completion of their tenure period and none of the 
staff has been declared/rendered surplus and tliey are only 
readujusted in place of need as per exigencies. Hence, the 
Respondent prays that this claim is to be dismissed as not 
maintainable before this Tribunal. 

5. Again, the Petitioner in its rejoinder contended 
that the Petitioner Union is registered under Trade Union 
Act while the other associations are registered under 
Societies Act and they have no locus standi for raising 
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disputes as per I.D. Act. The staff working in Prasar 
Bharati are workmen within the meaning of Section 2(s) 
of the Act. as Iheir main duties and responsibilities are 
technical in nature. No notice under section 9A has been 
issued for any re-adjustment or re-deployment. Therefore, 
the non-compliance of provisions of I.D. Act is fatal. The 
Petitioner union has vehemently denied that modern 
technologs has been introduced and that it helped to reduce 
the staff. It is also not true to say that subordinate 
engineering staff do not perform more than their expected 
normal duty hours. It is also denied that staff strength has 
not been surrendered or declared surplus, but only re¬ 
adjusted. Hence, for all these reasons, the Petitioner Union 
prays that an award may be passed in their favour. 

6. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are : 

(i) “Whether there is any decision of the 
Respondent/management for surrender of 
posts ?” 

(ii) If so, whether such decision of surrender of 
posts and re-deployment/relieving of 
employees is legal and justified ? 

(iii) “To what relief, the petitioner is entitled ?” 
Point Nos. 1 & 2 : 

7. In this case on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that Doordarshan Kendra namely the 
Respondent/management was commenced its 


transmission at Chennai in the year 1975 and the staff 
strength in March. 1994 was namely :— 

1. 

Senior Engineering Assistant 

-45 

2. 

Engineering Assistant 

-70 

a 

J. 

Senior Technician 

-21 

4. 

Technician 

-26 

5. 

Helper 

-42 

6. 

Khalasi 

-08 


and during ihe industrial dispute raised on 23-12-99 the 
numbc f Senior Engineering Assistants were reduced 
to 30. ; igineering Assistants to 51, Technician to 20, 
Helper and khalsi to 11 and while the sanctioned strength 
was reduced, the hours of transmission and work load 
increased substantially and now after the introduction of 
Satellite Regional Language Service and also 24 hours 
transmission, the total number of hours of transmission 
is 584.9 hours, and after the letters dated 28-2-95 & 
24-5-95 and 15-2-96, the Ministry of Information & 
Broadcasting has reduced the Senior Engineering 
Assistants to 10 and Engineering Assistants to 6 without 
any basis. Therefore, due to the tremendous expansion in 
the transmission, the staff strength is not sufficient to 


handle the programme, production, transmission. OB 
coverage etc. and therefore, it is a violation of Section 9A 
and the Doordarshan Kendra has no power to change this 
without issuing notice under section 9A of the Act. Though 
the Respondent has contended even though the AIR and 
Doordarshan Kendra have become Corporation in 1997 
the staff working in Prasar Bharati are still Govt, servants 
on deemed deputation and governed by CCS rules and 
yet to be absorbed in the new Corporation of Prasar 
Bharati. It is false to allege that Corporation has not 
absorbed the members of the Petitioner Union and others 
and it is made only to contend that the members of the 
Petitioner Union cannot claim the benefits under section 
9A and it is the further contention of the learned counsel 
for the Petitioner that when the General Secretary' of the 
Petitioner Union was examined as WW1 and when he 
haS stated that the work load has increased manifold by 
tremendous expansion of the Doordarshan Kendra 
transmission by introducing 24 hours programme from 
1-1-2000 it was not cross examined by the Respondent 
side that the work has not been increased and therefore, it 
is an admitted fact that the work load of the members of 
the Petitioner Union has been increased and this increase 
has been made by Doordarshan Kendra and they have 
not appointed any additional staff members and on the 
other hand, they have reduced the strength of the members 
working in Doordarshan Kendra and therefore, it is not 
valid in law. It is the further contention of the learned 
counsel for the Petitioner that under section 9A of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. no employer who proposes to 
effect any change in the conditions of service applicable 
to any workman in respect of any matter specified in 4th 
schedule shall effect such change, without giving a notice 
and the 4th Schedule mention conditions of service for 
change of which notice is to be given, wherein Entry 11 
says—any increase or reduction (other than casual) in 
the number of persons employed or to be employed in any 
occupation or process or department or shift, not 
occasioned by circumstances over which the employer has 
no control. In this case, the reduction has been made by 
Doordarshan Kendra namely Prasar Bharati Corporation 
without issuing notice under section 9A with regard to 
change in conditions of service and under such 
circumstances, it is not maintainable and therefore, an 
award is to be passed that reduction made by the Prasar 
Bharati as illegal. 

8, As against this, the learned counsel for the 
Respondent contend that even before the Central 
Administrative Tribunal one Mr. D. Devaraj and 9 others 
wffo are working in Prasar Bharati have questioned their 
transfer by their cadre controlling authority in Prasar 
Bharati to other stations and even though the Central 
Administrative Tribunal allowed their applications, in 
appeal before the High Court, the High Court has held 
that the Petitioners cannot question the transfer or 
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redeployment of staff working in Prasar Bharati 
Corporation and further, the Respondent/Management has 
never stated the work load of the employees of Prasar 
Bharati Corporation has been increased by manifold on 
the other hand, it is pertinent to note that with the advent 
of modern technology and development in electronic 
media, requirement of manpower is to be rationalized and 
it has been reduced and therefore, manpower has been 
utilized in places as per exigencies and it cannot be said 
that work load for the members of the Petitioner Union 
has been increased manifold by introducing various 
transmissions in Doordarshan Kendra, It is further 
contended that though 91 posts relating to Engineering, 
Programme, News and administration cadre were 
abolished in pursuance of Govt. Policy of 1993 vide 
Ministry of finance Order No. 7(7)/E-Coord/1993 dated 
3-5-1993 to effect economy on Govt, expenditure on the 
establishments and in view of the need for adopting 
austerity measures for curtailing expenditure, Govt issued 
instructions vide order dated 3-5-93 to all Ministries/ 
Departments not only to Doordarshan kendra for abolition 
of posts which have been lying vacant for over a period of 
one year and since the orders are meant for all Ministries 
of Government of India and were issued in pursuance of 
Govt, policy, the members of the petitioner Union have 
not been singled out for any discrimination in any way. 
Since it is a policy decision of the Govt, and since it was 
effected in the year 1993 and the members of the Petitioner 
Union have not raised any objection at that time and after 
a long lapse of time, this policy decision cannot be 
questioned before any forum. Further, the increase or 
decrease in transmission hours is decided as a policy 
matter taking into account amongst various factors like 
public popularity, public demand, national importance, 
viewers opinion etc. Further, the introduction of satellite 
channels is not the phenomenon for Chennai alone. The 
Govt, after acquiring the satellite facility decided to give 
satellite service for the benefit of public particularly, those 
who are residing outside their home States to get the 
programme of their language. Subsequent to the issue of 
O.M. dated 3-5-93 by Ministry of Finance, the 
Respondent/Management has not reduced the staff 
strength nor surrendered any post. The Respondent 
department has re-arranged the staff strength according 
to the exigency’ in place of need due to development in 
technology. It is further submitted by the learned counsel 
for the Respondent that transfer of staff from one station 
to another are effected only after completion of their tenure 
period and till date none of the staff has been declared/ 
rendered surplus and they are only readjusted in place of 
need as per exigencies and therefore, it is futile to contend 
that staff of Doordarshan Kendra has beeen reduced by 
the Respondent/Management. At no stretch of 
imagination, it can be said that staff of Prasar Bharati 
Corporation has been reduced by the order of Respondent/ 
Management, they have only re-deployed or readjusted 


as per exigencies that had arisen due to circumstances. 
Further, since the members of the Prasar Bharati 
Corportion have lien on Govt, service, they cannot 
question the action taken by the Corporation. It is also 
contended on behalf of the Respondent that even before 
the High Court in W.P. Nos. 20051, 20068 to 20084 and 
21210/2000, the Petitioners who are working in Prasar 
Bharti Corporation has questioned the redeployment of 
the Corporation, wherein the High Court has clearly stated 
that redeployment of staff working in the Corporation all 
of whom are Govt, servants and all whom had worked in 
the posts prior to the formation of Corporation and who 
continue to work in the Corporation without demur 
receiving as they do, their salaries and wages from the 
Corporation. Such redeployment was the result of a study 
undertaken by a High Level Committee and was in the 
best interest of the organisation and the High Court further 
held that “transfer orders in those cases came to be made 
consequent to a policy decision taken regarding the 
redeployment of the staff, with a view to optimise the use 
of manpower available to the Corporation and to make 
every one of the Kendras & Stations fully operational and 
so long as those employees working within the Prasar 
Bharati, they must do the work assigned to them in Prasar 
Bharati and it is not for them to make the policy for Prasar 
Bharati as to who should be deployed where and for, how 
long. The deputation is not to any one particular post at a 
particular location at a particular level. The deputation is 
of the services of employees to the Corporation which 
may deploy their employees at a locations, where there 
services are needed having regard to the work of the 
Corporation and as such the High Court held the 
Petitioners in that case cannot be questioned the transfer 
or redeployment of the staff members of Doordarshan 
Kendra. In this case, the petitioners in a round about way 
has questioned the transfer made by Doordarshan Kendra 
or redeployment made by the Prasar Bharati Corporation 
and therefore, it is not maintainable before this Tribunal. 
It is theiiirther contention of the learned counsel for the 
^Respondent that figures mentioned by the Petitioner in 
the Claim Statement are not true inasmuch as the strength 
of Senior Engineering Assistants and Khalasi mentioned 
in para 5 as 45 and 8 respectively, but the actual figure is 
44 for Senior Engineering Assistants and 5 for Khalasi. 
It is the further contention of the learned counsel for the 
Respondent that even though the Petitioner produced 
Ex.W12 and W13 namely vacancy position of non- 
gazetted Engineering staff for the period ending March, 
1994 and also Note on requirement of Engineering staff 
for Doordarshan Kendra, Chennai by the 1st Respondent, 
they are internal correspondence and on that score alone, 
'it cannot be said that the work load of the members of the 
Petitioner Union has been increased by manifold. No 
doubt, the Superintending Engineer has put up a note for 
increase of strength but on that score, it cannot be said 
that the work load has been increased, and for various 
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reasons the Superintending Engineer has recommended 
for increase in staff strength and by producing these 
documents, no inference can be drawn that the work load 
had been increased nor working staff strength has been 
reduced by the Corporation. He further argued that as per 
the terms of appoinment, engineering staff are shift duty 
staff, the staff already sanctioned for tract operation was 
withdrawn and their service has been utilised for 24 hours 
0 & M satellite service. In the overall situation, the 
Respondent/Management had ensured that subordinate 
engineering staff do not perform more than their expected 
normal duty hours and do assigned duties which are 
primarily theirs and further, if any staff is retained beyond 
his duty hours on rare occasions, he/she is compensated 
by overtime allowance/compensatory off as per their 
entitlement fixed by Government. Even in W.P. No. 20051, 
20068 to 20084 and 21210/2000. the High Court has come 
to a conclusion that the members of the Corporation have 
still lien on the Government service and they are still 
Government servants. Under such circumstances, the 
claim of the Petitioner Union that there is a change in 
conditions of service and this change has been made 
without notice is illegal, is not proper and maintainable 
before this Tribunal. 

9. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent because even before the High 
Court in W.P. Nos. 20051, 20068 to 20084 and 21210/ 
2000, the High Court after going through the affidavit of 
Rajeeva Ratna Shah, then Special Secretary' and Executive 
member of Prasar Bharati has come to a conclusion that 
even though the employees who manned these posts in 
Prasar Bharati and Doordarshan Kendra continued to hold 
their lien as Government servants and the learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that even now the fact 
remains the same and therefore, it cannot be said that 
there is a change in conditions of service and notice is to 
be issued before that change and he further argued that 
the High Court in that case held that ‘there is no dispute 
that all the Respondent employees as also others presently 
working in the Prasar Bharati are servant of the 
Government of India who had worked earlier in these 
same posts prior to the formation of Corporation, and 
who after the formation of Corporation worked at different 
locations and so long as these employees work within 
Prasar Bharati, they must do the work assigned to them 
in Prasar Bharati and it is not for them to make the policy' 
for Prasar Bharati as to who should be deployed where 
and for how long. The deputation is not to any one 
particular post at a particular location at a particular level. ’ 
Under such circumstances, the grievance of the Petitioner 
Union is that they have been redeployed for various places 
without their consent, but the High Court has pointed out 
in the above Writ Petition that "service jurisprudence is 
not technicality without a purpose and the very' object of 
employing a large number of persons with a variety of 


qualifications and different levels of experience is to ensure 
that the work of the organisation in which they are 
presently employed is efficiently performed. The 
employees undoubtedly are entitled to know the terms and 
conditions subject to which they are required to perform 

their work.It is not in dispute that all these empoyees 

are in transferable service as employees of the Government 
of India. Every one of them is subject to liability for 
transfer. By serving the Corporation they do not gain any 
immunity from transfer except that the field of transfer as 
to be limited to within the Corporation and not beyond”. 
In this case, the Petitioner’s grivance is that the members 
of the union have been transferred to various places and 
therefore, the staff strength of the Doordarshan Kendra 
at Chennai has been reduced. 

10. But, I find there is no point in the contention 
of the Petitioner Union because with the advent of modern 
Technology and development in the electronic media, the 
requirement of manpower is to be rationalized and utilised 
in places as per exigencies. Even under Ex. W6 which is 
formulation of ad hoc staffing for the 3rd Respondent 
namely Prasar Bharati, in which ad hoc norms were 
proposed and in that it is clearly stated that these ad hoc 
norms will remain in operation till such time they are 
revised after a systematic study by some outside expert 
agency to determine the optimum staffing norms for 
Doordarshan Kendra. Under such circumstances, it cannot 
be said that the staff pattern has been reduced by the 
Respondent/management and therefore, I find with regard 
to Point No. 1 that there is no decision of management of 
Doordarsha Kendra for surrender of posts and with regard 
to Point No. 2. redeployment and relieving employee is 
legal and justified. 

Point No. 3 : 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner Union is entitled ? 

11. In view of my foregoing findings that re¬ 
deployment and relieving of employees to various places 
is legal and justified, I find the members of the Petitioner 
Union namely the concerned employees are not entitled 
to any relief. No Costs. 

12. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him. 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 24th February, 2005). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

For the I Part}/ : WW1 Sri R. Iyyasamy 
Claimant 




[win—tf^3(ii)] 


MM Mrt PR : 3I$c1 23, 2005/%ra 3, 1927 


4201' 


For the II Party/ : None 
Management 

Documents Marked:— 

For the I Party/Claimant:— 


M2 31-01-00 Xerox copy of the letter from 
Ministry of Labour regarding not 
referring the matter for adjudication. 




Ex. Date Description 

No. 

W1 1997-98 Xerox copy of the statement showing 

total number of transmission hours. 

W2 1999-00 Xerox copy of the statement showing 

total number of transmission hours. 


W3 2000-01 Xerox copy of the statement showing 
total number of transmission hours. 


W4 15-02-96 Xerox copy of the letter from 
Ministry of I & B regarding 
Abolition of posts. 

W5 11-08-98 Xerox copy of the letter regarding 
revising staffing norms. 

W6 25-02-00 Xerox copy of the letter regarding 
formulation of ad hoc Staffing 
norms. 

W7 04-04-00 Xerox copy of the letter regarding 
redeployment of Subordinate 
engineering staff due to ad hoc 
norms. 


W8 28-08-00 Xerox copy of the statement showing 

position of Non-gazetted 
engineering staff. 

W9 13-01-03 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. No. 

13011/2000. 

W10 Nov. 98 Xerox copy of the affidavit in W.P. 
18119/98. 


W11 12-03-03 Xerox copy of the order in W.P. No. 

18119/2000. 

W12 Mar. 94 Xerox copy of the statement showing 

vacancy position of non-gazetted 
engineering staff for March, 1994. 

W13 10-03-97 Xerox copy ofthe not on requirement 

of engineering staff for Doordarshan 
Kendra. 

For the II Party/Management:— 

Ex. Date Description 

No. 

Ml 03-05-93 Xerox copy ofthe office memo issued 

by Ministry of Finance. 


Rcml, 29 MT^, 2005 

W. 3TT. 1556,—^ Mxicim % srfM^jMMT *i<sm byT- 
22012/132/2002-3n£ sir. (#. II) ^ MKfl 
MMTC ftfliMI 15-3-2005 M5t WTTM 

cWT 3 "‘33^4 29/2003” ^ MMITM “'TOI 

59/2003 | 

[tf.1^-22012/132/2002-3113. 3IK. (#.-II)] 

CORRIGENDUM 

New Delhi, the 29th March, 2005 

S.0,1556.—The Reference No. mentioned in the 
second line of the notification of even number dated 
15-3-2005 may be read as “59/2003” instead of “29/2003”. 

[No. L-22012/132/2002-IR (C-II)] 

. N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 

m 3 ftfrvfl, 29 Mrr#, .2005 

^r.,3ir. 1557.—faqiqsrfafMMM, 1947 (1947 
Mil 14 ) MTU17 % MTOlfa tflMM 

MfaT PlM*1 % tiq* PlMl'Jl'nf afo <51^i =ti4=t>ld % 

Ufa, ST^M'jf FiR**t aJIwiPicn *Ker>it, afluilPi'n 

"Mwitiq-ii, m 3 titsm 27/ 

1991) MMl Mil *Rt*>R 28-3-2005 

tfMT f SIT MTI 

[U T^-17014/2/2005-3m 3. SIR. (Mt.-I)] 

New Delhi, the 29th March, 2005 

S.O. 1557.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Rtf. No. 27/ 
1991) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-II, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of LIC of India and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
28-3-2005. 

[No, L-17014/2/2005-IR (B.-I)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-II, NEW DELHI 

Complaint No. 119/97 
Reference No. 27 of 1991 

SHRIR. N. RAI : Presiding Officer 
In the matter of: 

Sh. Rohidas Laku Rathod. 

C/o Insurance Employees Association. 

Gulistan Building. 2nd Floor. 

Maharshi Didhichi Marg. 

Bombay-01. 

Versus 

Sr. Divisional Manager, 

LIC of India. Aurangabad Division. 

Jeevan Prakash, Adalat Mart, 

Aurangabad-01. 

AWARD 

The complainant has filed complaint under Section 
33-A of the I. D. Act. 

In the complaint it has been seated that the 
complainant was engaged on 11-5-92 as a part time 
sweeper for two hours from 8 A M. to 10 A M. to do 
sweeping job in Latur branch by the respondent/second 
party. That the complainant was paid to Rs. 412 p.m. No 
deduction was effected from his monthly salary. 

The complainant had applied for the post and long 
w ith the said application had furnished his SLC certificate 
in proof of age and qualification. The complainant had 
passed IX std. That the complainant had been signing 
the muster roll meant for all other employees in the 
branch. The complainant never remained absent from 
the duties. The complainant had not enjoyed casual leave 
during his sen ice in the said branch. 

That the complainant besides the job of sweeping 
was performing the duties of peons such as carrying cash 
whenever the peon used to remain on leave/absent. For 
that he used to be paid daily rate of Rs. 15 against voucher 
drawn in his name. 

That as a sweeper the office used to assign him 
duties like water filling, dusting, tables/chairs of staff 
members. Therefore on most of the occasions the 
complainant had to remain in the office beyond fixed 
hours. That the complainant had been assigned the job 
of sweeping Guest House situated in the same building. 
That the w ork of the complainant used to be supervised 
by the Asstt. Administrative officer and the Branch 
Manager of the Branch. 


That the complainant all of a sudden on 29-7-93 
was orally told that due to his over qualification his 
services were being terminated and the same day he was 
served with the termination letter. That the complainant 
accordingly put in total and uninterrupted service of more 
that one year and two months from 11-5-92 to 29-7-93 
and without giving any notice and/or pay in lieu thereof 
and without any enquiry and reasonable opportunity his 
services have been terminated though the said 
complainant had been giving very satisfactory work to 
the office and doing his duties assigned to him very 
deligently without giving any cause for complaint to any 
one in the office. 

That the complainant was working in a clear 
vacancy of a part time sweeper and his appointment was 
done by the Branch Manager with full knowledge about 
the character educational qualification and all other 
relevant particulars and therefore it was regular in all 
sense and in every respect. 

That the complainant is covered by the present 
reference being adjudicated by the Hon'ble Tribunal and 
therefore, he is a concerned workman so far as this 
reference is concerned and be abruptly terminating his 
services without any cause and reason during the 
pendency of the reference the Sr. Divl. Manager. 
Aurangabad Divn. of the Corpn. Has committed gross 
violation of the provisions of the I. D. Act. 1947. 

The management has filed written statement. In 
the written statement, it has been stated that the present 
application is misconceived and untenable. No case 
whatsoever has been made out for warranting any order 
to be made in respect of the applicant under the provisions 
of section 33-A of the Industrial Disputes Act. There has 
been no alteration of the conditions of service applicable 
to the workman. There has been no discharge or 
punishment for any misconduct nor is it a case of wrongful 
and illegal termination as alleged in the application. The 
application is liable to be dismissed summarily. 

It is submitted that as per the showing of the 
complainant he was engaged as temporary part-time 
sweeper for two hours from 8.00 a.m. to 10.00 a m. A 
temporary part time worker has no right to continue as a 
part time worker in perpetuity' by the very nature of his 
engagement. He can be asked to discontinue from his 
service as and when his temporary part time services are 
not required by the corporation. 

It may be mentioned that as the complainant 
happened to be engaged as temporary part time sweeper 
no deductions were effected from his salary. It is denied 
that the complainant was asked to perform the duties of 
peons. It is further’denied that the complainant was asked 
to perform the duties other than the job of sweeper as has 
been alleged by the complainant. 
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The work of the complainant as a sweeper was 
however being supervised by the supervisory staff. It is 
submitted that the complainant was only a temporary part 
time sweeper and his sendees were no longer required 
and the same were dispensed with effect from 29th July, 
1993. The said action of the management cannot be said 
to be illegal, unjust, unfair in any manner. 

No notice or any pay in lieu therefore any enquiry 
was required in the facts and circumstances of the 
complainant’s temporary part time engagement. Rest of 
the para is wrong and denied. It is further denied that the 
complainant put in uninterrupted service of more than 
one year and two months as has been alleged by the 
complainant. The complainant be put to strict proof of 
the same. 

It is denied that the complainant’s engagement was 
regular in any sense or in any respect as alleged by the 
complainant in this para. It is wrong that there was any 
change in the service conditions of the complainant or 
the respondent/management committed any violation of 
the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act during the 
pendency of the reference inasmuch as the complainant 
was only a temporary part time sweeper and his services 
were no longer required and the same were dispensed 
w ith effect from 29th July, 1993. The said action of the 
management cannot be termed as illegal, unjust or in 
violation of the Industrial Disputes Act. There has been 
no discharge or punishment for any misconduct and there 
cannot be said to be any violation of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 

The complainant has no legal right to claim fresh 
engagement or ask for reinstatement keeping in view the 
nature of his part time temporary engagement which stood 
dispensed with, with effect from 29th July, 1993. 

All India National Insurance Employees Federation 
has filed rejoinder. In the rejoinder they have reiterated 
the facts of the statement of claim and have asserted that 
the claimant was regular employee of the management 
and his services have been arbitrarily terminated. 

The management has denied most of the paras of 
the statement of claim and the federation has also denied 
most of the paras of the written statement. 

Ev idence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard arguments from both the sides and perused 
the papers on the record. It was'submitted from the side 
of the Union that the services of the claimant was 
terminated during the pendency of ID No. 27/1991 so 
they have filed a complaint U/s 33 A of the ID Act. Section 
33 A read as hereunder : 

"Where an employer contravenes the provisions of 

Section 33 during the pendency of proceedings 

(before a conciliation officer, Board an Arbitrator, 


Labour Court, Tribunal or National Tribunal) any 
employee aggrieved by such contravention, may 
make a complaint in writing) in the prescribed 
manner: 

(a) to such conciliation officer of Board, and the 
conciliation officer or Board shall take such 
complaint into account in mediating in, and 
prompting the settlement of such industrial 
dispute; and 

(b) to such arbitrator. Labour Court. Tribunal or 
National Tribunal and on receipt of such 
complaint, the arbitrator. Labour Court, Tribunal 
or National Tribunal as the case may be shall 
adjudicate upon the complaint as if it were a 
dispute referred to or pending before it in 
accordance with the provisions of this Act and 
shall submit his or its award to then appropriate 
Government and the provisions of this Act shall 
apply accordingly. 

According to this provision which has been 
introduced by the amendment Act, 48 of the 1950 the 
Court has to give award as if it were a dispute referred to 
or pending before the Court/Tribunal in accordance with 
the provisions of this Act and the award shall be submitted 
(0 the appropriate Government and the provisions of this 
Act shall apply accordingly. It was submitted from the 
side of the management that the services of the workman 
applicant were terminated during the pendency of the 
aforesaid ID case of 1991. The Court has to give award 
and that cannot be contrary to the award already passed 
in the case referred to u/s 10 of the ID Act. In 33 A itself 
it has been mentioned that the Court shall adjudicate upon 
the complaint as it was dispute referred to or pending 
before it. So far as ID No. 27/1991 is concerned, an award 
was given by the CGIT-I but the same has been set aside 
by the Hon'ble Delhi High Court in Writ Petition (C) 
No. 4346 of 2001 against the workmen in the light of the 
scheme approved by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in 
Prabhawati’s case. So far as Section 33 A is concerned it 
has been termed as a complaint and the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court in 1994 LLRPage 112 (P&H) has decided that the 
violation of the provision of Section 33 of the Act entitles 
the workman to file a complaint under Section 33A 
thereof and makes the employer liable to be punished. 
The reference in this case is to be replied as if the dispute 
has been referred to the Tribunal by the appropriate 
Government. So Section 33A has not any force like a 
penal provision and the award is given in the light of the 
original case referred to by the appropriate government. 
It would have been better in case such a provision is 
included under Section 33 of the ID Act. 1947 and it can 
be decided along with the original reference by the 
Tribunal. Section 33A multiplies the pendency of the 
cases. 


1180GI/Q5—13 
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It was argued from the side of the management that 
the award passed in ID No. 27/91 has been set aside by 
the Hon'ble High Court. It is no longer in existence and 
the Hon'ble Supreme Court in State of Haryana Vs. Pyara 
Singh 1992 (4) SCC 118 on 23rd October 1992 granted 
special leave and disposed of all the Civil appeals 
incorporating the essential features of the scheme 
prepared by the petitioner as a part of its order. The 
operative portion of the orders passed by the Supreme 
Court in Prabhavathy’s case reads as follows : 

"The scheme contained in clauses (a) to (d) of 
paragraph 1. which is as under is approved subject to the 
postponement of the recruitment scheduled in November 
1992 by at least six weeks and the LIC will proceed to 
regularize the employees eligible under the Scheme. 

(a) All those temporary employees who have worked 
for 85 days in any two consecutive calendar years 
with the Life Insurance Corporation between 
20th May 1985 up till date and who come under 
eligibility criteria for regular recruitment on the 
dates of their initial temporary appointment will 
be permitted to compete for the next regular 
recruitment after the regular recruitment for 
these posts currently scheduled for November 
1992 are held. 

(b) These candidates will be considered on their 
merits with all other candidates who may apply 
for such apointments including those from the 
open market. 

(c) These candidates will be given age relaxation 
for applying for regular recruitment provide# 
that they were eligible on the date of their first 
temporary' appointment with the Life Insurance 
Corporation. 

(d) If these candidates are otherwise eligible, they 
can apply for regular recruitment in the normal 
course. 

This regularization will in the circumstances, be 
by selection for appointment. We make the above clauses 
of the Scheme a part of our order”. 

As per the scheme, temporary' employees were 
entitled to a chance to compete for regular recruitment. 

As such the Hon’ble Supreme Court has settled all 
the disputes of the LIC and its workmen in several cases 
by order dated 23-10-1992 and approved the scheme. In 
the light of the scheme approved by the Hon'ble Supreme 
Court, the Hon'ble Delhi High Court has allowed the 
writ petition of the management. Life Insurance 
Corporation of India and others in view of the scheme 
framed by the petitioner in 1992(4) SCC 118 and 
approved by the Hon'ble Supreme Court. As such, all 
the disputes between the workmen and the LIC shall be 


deemed to be settled under the scheme approved by the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court. 

It was further submitted from the side of the 
federation that they were not then parties before the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court. Whether they were the parties 
or not, the matter has been finally settled by the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court and if they are aggrieved they may 
approach the Hon’ble Supreme Court for changing the 
scheme framed and approved by the Union of the LIC 
and the LIC. It was further submitted by the federation 
that they have been working for a long period in the LIC 
but they were directed to compete with the general 
candidates and even no weightag^ was given to the 
employees already working under the LIC and the LIC 
has arbitrarily without giving any weightage to the 
workmen already working with the LIC has appointed 
new hands and has not absorbed them. 

From the perusal of the records, it transpires that 
injustice has been done with the workmen who were 
working in the LIC and they have not been absorbed but 
the union itself agreed to the scheme framed by the LIC 
and that was approved by the Hon’ble Supreme Court so 
nothing is left for this Tribunal to adjudicate upon or 
decide. It was further submitted that in the scheme. Para 
C only gives relaxation in age and Para D requires them 
to apply for regular recruitment in the normal course and 
the regularisation will, in the circumstances, be by 
selection for appointment. It was submitted that the 
service rendered by the workman applicant has not been 
considered while making appointment. The Union has 
agreed to the scheme framed by the LIC and it has got 
the seal of approval of the Hon’ble Supreme Court as 
such the matter may be again raised befor the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court as everything has been finalized. The 
Scheme was approved in 1992 whereas the ID case was 
pending in 1991. As such, ID case No. 27/1991 merged 
in the scheme approved by the Hon’ble Supreme Court. 
There remains nothing to be adjudicated upon or to be 
decided in view of the judgment of the Hon 'ble Supreme 
Court and the Hon’ble Delhi High Court referred to above. 
In case any injustice has been caused to the workmen 
i.e.; due to bargaining of the union, the union has 
conceded to the scheme framed by the LIC of course, 
there appears to be no proper dispensation of justice but 
if the union has entered into a compromise before the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court and that scheme has been 
approved, every appointment is to be made according to 
the scheme formulated and the workman cannot get relief 
of reinstatement. The law cited by the workman applicant 
is not applicable in the facts and circumstances of the 
case. 

The case of the workman is not different. He has 
also applied along with the other workmen in ID No. 27 
of 1991. The Award of ID No. 27 of 1991 has been set 
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aside by the Hon’ble Delhi High Court and scheme has 
been framed. Every appointment is to be made according 
to the scheme agreed upon between the Insurance 
Employees Association and the LIQ The Award of 27/ 
1991 has been set aside by the Hon’ble Delhi High Court 
in view of the scheme framed by the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court. 

In view of the scheme framed by the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court the entire workmen have not been found 
fit for reinstatement, they are to be appointed in the light 
of the scheme framed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court. 
Termination of the services of the workman will not by 
itself entitle him to get reinstatement, if he got no relief 
in the original ID case. The complaint is to be replied as 
if it was reference referred to by the appropriate 
Government. The Award of ID No. 27/1991 has been set 
aside by the Hon’ble Delhi High Court. This workman 
was included in that reference as such he can get no 
relief under Section 33A of the ID Act, 1947 as this 
complaint is to be replied as a reference. 

The workman applicant does not deserve to get any 
relief as the Award of the ID No. 27/1991 has been set 
aside by the Hon’ble Delhi High Court. The workman 
applicant is not entitled to get any relief as prayed for. 
The complaint is dismissed. 

The award is given accordingly. 

Dt. 24-03-2005 

R. N. RAJ, Presiding Officer 

^ fervft, 29 "*33#, 2005 

^T.OT. 1558.—33faftraft, 1947 (1947 
*6314) rfft ftTCT 17 % 313W0I ft, tU<*K Wg'Shrl 

Ui4l u l % 5(4 % 33^4* Pl4l«i«i»f 3fR 

% 4N, 4' PiR'e 3i1teJlPi=t) faqie 4 33333R, 

3ftsftP|et> 33f4=tH u l/9P3 "Hl 4 lic1 i l, (73^4 4 ohi 

124/95) Tfft t, -3ft 3U4)H *fft 

28-03-2005 UF3T f33T «3T I 

[33. ^-12012/201/91-331^. 33R. («ft-I)] 
33l. T i I t3^T D I, 3TO ttfaq 
New Delhi, the 29th March, 2005 

S.O. 1558. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 124/ 
95) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Shahdol Kshetriya Gramin Bank 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 28-03-05. 

[No. L-12012/201/91-IR (B-I)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/124/95 

SHRIC. M. SINGH : Presiding Officer 

Shri Ramlal Sondhiya, 

C/o Amritlal Kachi, 

C/o Shahdol Gramin Bank, 

Near Jain Mandir, 

Shahdol. . . Union/workman 

Versus 

The Chairman, 

Shahdol Kshetriya Gramin Bank, 

Head Office, 

Shahdol (M. P.). .. . Management 

AWARD 

Passed on 09-03-2005 

1. The Government of India. Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L-12012/201/91-IR B. I dated 
30-6-95 has' referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of Shahdol 
Kshetriya Gramin Bank, Shahdol in terminating 
the services of Shri Ramlal Sondhiya w.e.f. 7-3-90 
was justified ? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to ?” 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered and notices.were issued to the parties. 
This reference order was registered on 7-7-95, In response 
of the notice, the representative of the workman/Union 
put in appearance on 12-9-95 and sought time for filing 
the statement of claim. It appears from the record that 
the workman/Union filed the statement of claim on 
9-11-95, the date fixed in the reference. Thereafter 
continuously on 3 dates fixed, the workman/Union 
absented himself and appeard on 6-5-96—the date fixed 
in the reference. Thereafter again continuously on 
2 dates, the workman/Union remained absent. On 
19-4-99, 4-8-99. 29-9-99 and 30-11-99—the dates fixed 
in the reference, the workman/Union remained absent. 
Thereafter again on continuously 7 dates fixed in the case, 
the workman/Union remained absent and came present 
on 5-6-03—the date fixed in the reference. After the said 
date, before closing the reference for Award, continuously 
on six dates, the workman/Union remained absent. The 
order sheet reveals that the workman/Union remained 
absent inspite of sufficient service of notice on him bv 
registered post. Thus the workman/Union did not care to 
prosecute this reference. The above facts and 
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circumstances clearly indicate that the workman/Union 
has no interest in the reference and does not want to 
prosecute the case 

3. Under the above circumstanes. No dispute Award 
is passed without any order as to costs. 

4. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India. Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH. Presiding Officpr 

29 Rra, 2005 

^t. ait. 1559 .—srmpm, 1947 (1947 

44 14) 411 4KT 17 % Spjy<U| £74 

% 44% -=b4=bl<T % 

3TJ4TI f)' afttMw faqlC %4fcl 4K4>R, oilsirPlch 
3Tf%4W9r4 ^tFTTvPT, "%4? % W4 (^4 #t5tT 34^. ’St. 
35/2003) %) 44TTf?TcT 4>Tcft %, Wt 4U4)K %t 

29-03-2005 %t 3IT4T ^34 SIT I 

[4. Rvf-3301 1 / 1 1/2002-34^. 3TR.(trq.) ] 
4t. TFUKfTUT, 3T4T Flfqq 

New Delhi, the 29th March. 2005 

S.O. 1559.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. I. D. 
35/2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court. Chennai as shown in the Annexure. 
in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Chennai Port Trust and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 29-03-2005. 

[No. L-33011/1 l/2002-IR(M)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 22nd February. 2005 

PRESENT; 

C. JAYARAMAN : Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 35/2003 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clausc(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), between the Management of Chennai Port Trust 
and their workmen] 

BETWEEN : 

Sri V. Durai : I Party/Petitioner 


1. The Chairman . II Party/Management 

Chennai Port Trust. 

Chennai 

2. M/s. K. P. V. Shaik 
Mohammed Rowthar & 

Co. Ltd., Chennai 

APPEARANCE : 

For the Petitioner Mr. M. Sriram. 

Advocate 

For the Respondent No. 1 : Mr. G. Venkataraman 

& N. Krishnakumar. 
Advocates 

For the Respondent No. 2 : None 
AWARD 

The Central Government. Ministry' of Labour vide 
Order No. L-3301I/il/2002-IR(M) dated 24-02-2003 has 
referred this industrial dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. The schedule mentioned dispute in that 
order is .— 

"Whether the non-employment of Shri V. Durai. 
an ex-employee of M/s. K. P. V. Shaik Mohammed 
Rowthar Co., Ltd.. Stevedoring Agent by the 
Chennai Port Trust is justified and if not. to what 
relief the workman is entitled to ?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken 
on file as I. D. No. 35/2003 and notices were issued to 
both the parties and both the parties entered appearance 
through their advocates and filed their Claim Statement 
and Counter Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows :— 

The Petitioner was employed as a receipt clerk/ 
supervisor in 2nd Respondent company namely K. P. V. 
Sheikh Mohamed Rowthar & Co. Chennai and who is 
recruited in Dock Labour Board in Chennai and he 
worked in that capacity from the year 1982. Thus, the 
Petitioner had put in seven years of service and since the 
2nd Respondent is dealing with the stevedores activities, 
the 2nd Respondent employees were deputed to Dock 
Labour Board, Chennai Port Trust to attend to supervisory 
work of clearing cargo in respect of 2nd Respondent. The 
2nd Respondent has given two lists namely list A & B 
containing names of its employ ees. List A consists of 
employ ees permanently working in Dock Labour Board. 
Chennai and list ”B" contains names of employ ees such 
as supervisors and receipt clerks deputed to w ork in Dock 
Labour Board. The 1st Rspondent has not made 
permanency of some of the employees of 2nd Respondent 
in the list A and they hav e filed Writ Petition before the 
High Court and even though W. Ps were dismissed in the 


AND 
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Writ Appeals filed by them the Hon’ble High Court 
allowed the writ Appeals and directed the 1st Respondent 
to consider the claim of the employees in that Writ 
Appeals afresh. Since the Petitioner is one such employee 
as supervisor he has also made a representation to 2nd 
Respondent to consider his claim for making him as a 
permanent employee. The 1st Respondent in his reply 
on IB-10-93 has rejected the claim of the Petitioner and 
also advised to file his claim against the 2nd Respondent. 
Hence, the Petitioner has filed W. P. No. 150/95 before 
High Court for the relief of employment. The High Court 
considered the claim of the Petitioner and by an order 
dated 7-9-01 directed the Petitioner to work out his 
remedy by raising industrial dispute. Hence, the Petitioner 
has raised a dispute before Assistaht Labour 
Commissioner (Central) and on the failure of conciliation 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal. The 1st 
Respondent has taken a view that the Petitioner’s name 
was not found in the earlier list of supervisor/receipt clerk. 
For no fault of the Petitioner in that list the Petitioner’s 
name was not included. But on that ground the claim of 
the Petitioner cannot be rejected. Since his W. P. No. 
150/95 is pending before the High Court, he has not given 
any representation at that time. The Petitioner has 
produced serv ice book, entry permit. ESI identification 
card and also letter from the 2nd Respondent company 
and also salary slips for they year 1985 and also produced 
certificate given by Dock Manager of ^nd Respondent. 
Under such circumstances, the 1st Respondent may be 
directed to employ the Petitioner as receipt clerk with 
back wages and other attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the I st Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that the erstwhile Madras Dock 
Labour Board was a statutory tripartite body constituted 
under section 5A of Dock Workers (Regulation of 
Employment) Act. 1948 and it was administering four 
statutory schemes framed by Central Govt, by virtue of 
powers vested in it under section 4 of the said Act. Each 
one of the four statutory schemes had its own pool of 
dock workers and the Madras Dock Labour Board used 
to supply labour to stevedoring employers from the 
statutory pools depending upon the requisitions made by 
them. The Madras Stevedores Association was 
administering a private pool of General pool workers on 
the pattern of statutory schemes framed by Central Govt, 
and the workers of private pool represented by trade 
unions agitated for the private pool being statutorily 
administered by Madras Dock Labour Board and after 
some time, the Central Govt, heeded to the request of 
trade unions and framed statutory schemes namely 
Madras Unregistered Dock General Pool Workers 
(Regulation or Employment) Scheme, 1988. Under the 
pool administered by Madras Stev edores Association, the 
following categories of workers were provided 
employment on rotational basis and such workers belong 


to the category of daily rated supervisors, daily rated 
receipt clerks, rigger foreman and general purpose 
mazdoors such as mazdoorm, basket mender, trimming 
stitcher, cleaning mazdoor, net sling mender, carpenter, 
rigger mazdoor. Apart from the above, each of the 
stevedores, who were members of Madras Stevedores 
Association were having in their establishments monthly 
paid staff such as receipt clerk and supervisors. The above 
said scheme came into force w.e.f. 1-8-88. The workers 
belonged private pool administered by Madras Stevedores 
Association and who were working as registered pool 
workers as on 11-4-84 were brought under the statutory 
pool administered by Madras Dock Labour Board and 
their categories are specified under Schedule 1 to statutory 
scheme and were also called list ‘B’ workers. With regard 
to monthly paid contractual workers under individual 
stevedores who were members of Madras Stevedores 
Association and who were working as such monthly 
workers of such individual stevedores as on 11 -4-84 were 
brought under List ‘A’ to be maintained under the scheme. 
Under clause 18 of the statutory scheme, there has been 
a limited benefit given to List ‘A’ workers in case their 
employer either closed down his business or retrenching 
them or their being transferred to List ‘B’ general pool 
and for being allotted to some other listed employer. The 
Writ Petitioners mentioned in the Claim Statement were 
all list ‘A’ workers of 2nd Respondent and they were 
directed to brought under List ‘B’ pool. But as for as the 
Petitioner is concerned as on 11-4-84 he was neither a 
monthly rated employee nor was in private pool 
administered by Madras Stevedores Association. 
Therefore, he cannot compare himself with the Writ 
Petitioners and it is for him to establish that he was a 
monthly rated worker of 2nd Respondent as on 11-4-84 
to claim the benefit with other writ petitioners and further 
he has to establish that he was a worker registered in 
private pool’run by Madras Stevedores Association as on 
11-4-84 to claim that he also belonged to general pool 
administered by Madras Dock Labour Board w.e.f. 
1-8-88. But. the Petitioner has not produced any 
documents before the Respondent to show that as on 
li-4-84 he was working as a monthly rated worker under 
the 2nd Respondent satisfying clause 23 of the statutory 
scheme. The Petitioner was not a Writ Petitioner in any 
of the writ petitions mentioned in Claim Statement or in 
Writ Appeals. Therefore, the Petitioner must have been 
employed by the erstwhile stevedore M/s. K. P. V. Sheikh 
Mohamed Rowther & Co. outside the private pool run by 
Madras Stevedores Association or as a Casual employee 
without being a monthly rated supervisor/receipt clerk 
as on 11-4-84 and therefore, he cannot claim absorption 
into sendees of Chennai Port Trust. There was no 
occasion either for erstwhile Dock Labour Board which 
has become Cargo Handling Division or Chennai Port 
Trust to cause non-employment of the Petitioner. In this 
view, the claim of the Petitioner is not maintainable under 
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the guise of non-employment. The Petitioner has no locus 
standi to raise this dispute before this forum. The 
Government of India under Section 3 of the Central Act 
31/97 issued notification dated 29-5-01 making dock 
workers (Regulation of Employment) (inapplicability to 
Major Ports) in relation to Port of Chennai which has 
been published in Gazette of India and therefore, the Dock 
workers covered by four schemes were to be integrated 
into one group as shore workers of Chennai Port Trust 
and the Madras Dock Labour Board has been renamed 
as Cargo Handling Division of Chennai Port Trust w.e.f. 
28-5-01. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays to dismiss the claim of the Petitioner. 

5. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) ‘'Whether the non-employment of Petitioner, an 
ex-employee of 2nd Respondent by the Chennai 
Port Tmst is justified ? 

(ii) “To what relief, the Petitioner is entitled ?” 

Point No. 1 :— 

6. The case of the Petitioner is that he was employed 
as a clerk in the 2nd Respondent since 1982 and he was 
continuously working as permanent monthly rated 
employee for seven years till his retrenchment. The 1st 
Respondent Port/Dock Labour Board promised that the 
employees who were retrenched by 2nd Respondent will 
be offered employment in Dock Labour Board and since 
they refused to do the same, the affected employees who 
were similarly placed like the Petitioner approached the 
High Court in Writ Petitioners and the Writ Petitioners 
were dismissed by High Court and on Writ Appeal, the 
High Court has directed the 1st Respondent to consider 
the claim of the Petitioners afresh and on coming to 
know all these things, the Petitioner approached the High 
Court in W. P. 150/95 in which the High Court has 
directed the Petitioner to raise industrial dispute in order 
to establish by way of producing documents and evidence 
that he was a permanent monthly rated employee in the 
2nd Respondent. Therefore, the Petitioner raised this 
industrial dispute before Assistant Labour Commissioner 
(Central) and on the failure of conciliation, the matter 
was referred to this Tribunal. 

7. On behalf of the Petitioner, the Petitioner has 
examined himself as WW1 and produced documents 
Ex. W1 to W12 and further examined one Mr. Mohanan 
as WW2. w ho is one of the Writ Petitioners before High 
Court against Dock Labour Board/Port Trust. Ex. W1 is 
the sendee book of the Petitioner under 2nd Respondent. 
Ex. W2 is the entry' permit given by Madras Port Trust 
for the month of March, 1988. Ex. W3 is the copy of ESI 
identification card issued in the year 1982, Ex. W4 series 
are salary slip of the Petitioner for the months of 
September and December, 1985 and March, 1987. 


Ex. W5 is the xerox copy of the letter from 2nd 
Respondent withholding the Petitioner’s pay for two days 
in the year 1985. Ex. W6 is the copy of certificate issued 
by Dock Manager of 2nd Respondent issued on 25-2-88. 
Ex. W7 is the copy of judgement in Writ Appeal in 119, 
360, 799 and 800/1993. Ex. W8 is the copy of order in 
W. P. 150/95. Ex. W9 is the copy of letter of Madras 
Dock Labour Board to enlisted employees of 2nd 
Respondent. Ex. W10 is the copy of parawise comments 
given by 1st Respondent before conciliation officer. Ex. 
Wll is the copy of reply given by the Petitioner to the 
above comments Ex. W12 is the copy of failure report 
submitted by conciliation officer. 

8. As against this, the Respondent examined one 
Mr. Natarajan who is working as Administrative Officer 
in the 1 st Respondent/Management and on their side copy 
of extracts from Madras Unregistered Dock General Pool 
Workers (Regulation of Employment) Scheme, 1988 w as 
marked as Ex. Ml. Copy of the letter from 2nd 
Respondent to the Madras Dock Labour Board regarding 
enlisting of 26 members in List A dated 20-2-92 as Ex. 
M2 and Ex. M3 and M4 are copies of Govt, of India 
Notifications dated 29-5-01 and 18-8-97 respectively. Ex. 
M5 is the copy of the list containing persons enlisted in 
List ‘A’. M6 is the copy of the order of High Court in 
WPMPs. 

9. The learned counsel for the Petitioner contended 
that as per the Scheme Ex. Ml such of those workers 
who belong to private pool administered by Madras 
Stevedores Association and who were working as 
registered pool workers as on 11 -4-84 were brought under 
statutory pool administered by Madras Dock Labour 
Board and their categories are specified under Schedule 
1 to the statutory scheme and were also called List ‘B’ 
workers and as the monthly paid contractual workers 
under individual stevedores who were members of the 
Madras Stevedores Association and who were working 
as such monthly workers of such individual stevedores 
as on 11-4-84 were brought under List ‘A’ to be 
maintained under that scheme. But the 2nd Respondent 
who was a member of Stevedores Association has not 
given the Petitioner’s name in List ‘A’ or B’. But for no 
fault of the Petitioner his name was deleted in the list 
given by the 2nd Respondent under whom the Petitioner 
worked from the year 1982. Some of the employees 
namely 9 persons in List A’ worked under the 2nd 
Respondent have filed Writ Petition before the High Court 
to take them into sendee and though the Writ Petitions 
have been dismissed, in Writ Appeals filed by them, the 
High Court had directed the 1st Respondent to consider 
the claim of the Writ Petitioners afresh and subsequently, 
on consideration those persons have been taken into 
serv ice of the 1st Respondent. But, the Petitioner was 
also one of the persons who have similarly placed as that 
the nine workmen and therefore, he has given 
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representation to the 1st Respondent. But the 1st 
Respondent rejected the claim of the Petitioner on the 
ground that his name was not included in List ‘A’ given 
by the 2nd Respondent. As I have already stated, the 
learned counsel for the Petitioner contended that for no 
fault of the Petitioner his name was not included in the 
List ‘A’ or ‘B’ as per the scheme introduced by the Govt. 
In the enquiry, the Petitioner has deposed that even in 
the year 1982 he has been appointed as a clerk/junior 
clerk and he has worked as a Receipt Clerk under the 
2nd Respondent/Management and he'has also examined 
a co-employee Mr. Mohanan. who had filed Writ Petition 
before the High Court and who had succeeded in his 
attempt and from his evidence also the Petitioner has 
established that the Petitioner worked as receipt clerk 
under the 2nd Respondent under Dock Labour Board. 
On the other hand, the 2nd Respondent remained ex parte 
and the 1st Respondent who has nothing to do with the 
work of the Petitioner during that days has given evidence 
only because his name was not included in the lists 'A’ 
& B\ the Petitioner cannot be absorbed in the 1st 
Respondent/Management. Since the Petitioner has 
established that he was working under the 2nd 
Respondent even during 1982 and since on the fault of 
the 2nd Respondent his name was not included either in 
the list‘ A' or ‘B’ his case has to be considered by the 1st 
Respondent/Management and he has to be employed by 
the 1st Respondent. 

10. On the other hand, the learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that the Petitioner has no locus 
standi to raise this dispute because there was no occasion 
either for erstwhile Madras Dock Labour Board which 
has become Cargo Handling Division of Madras Port 
Trust nor Chennai Port Trust to cause non-employment 
of the Petitioner and therefore, the contention of the 
Petitioner that he was non-employed by the Respondent 
is not maintainable and this dispute under the guise of 
non-employment is also not maintainable before this 
Tribunal. The Petitioner was not in employment under 
the 1 st Respondent at any point of time and he was never 
a monthly rated worker under the 1st Respondent both 
prior to and after coming into force of the statutory 
scheme Further, he was not one of the appellants in any 
one of the Writ Appeals alleged to have been filed by the 
nine employees and he has also not made any 
representation to the Port Trust and therefore, he is not 
entitled to claim any relief in this dispute. It is the further 
contention of the Respondent that though the Petitioner 
alleged that he was under employment of erstwhile 
stevedore M/s. K. P. V. Sheikh Mohammed Rovvther & 
Co., it must have been outside the private pool run by the 
Madras Stevedores Association or as a Casual employee 
without being a monthly rated supervisor/receipt clerk 
as on 11-4-1984 namely the crucial date mentioned in 
the Ex. Ml scheme and therefore, the 1st Respondent 


could not and would not enable the Petitipner to appoint 
as an employee or absorb him into the services of the 
Port Trust. Further, it is the contention of the Respondent 
that even in the documents produced by the Petitioner 
namely Ex. W4 namely salary slip of the Petitioner for 
September, 1985, December, 1985 and March, 1987 it is 
only mentioned as a ‘piece rated’ and therefore, he must 
have worked as a piece rated employee receiving wages 
at the duration of the month and therefore, on any account 
the Petitioner cannot claim any relief in this industrial 
dispute. Under the Madras Unregistered Dock General 
Pool Workers (Regulation of Employment) Scheme, 1988 
it is clearly mentioned who the persons to be included in 
List ‘A’ and List ‘B’. According to Clause 16(2)(a)(i) 
“List ‘A’—categorywise list of receipt clerk, supervisor, 
other than the receipt clerk and supervisor included in 
the General Pool who are engaged by the listed employers 
on contract on monthly basis, and who are known as 
monthly workers and Clause 16(2)(a)(ii) List ‘B’— 
contains the dock supervisors, dock receipts clerks, rigger 
foremen and General purpose mazdoors who are in the 
general pool and who are known general pool workers 
and it is also mentioned in that scheme that this list should 
be given by the employers to Dock Labour Board. In this 
case, the Respondent has produced Ex. M5 which 
contains the persons enlisted in List ‘A’ wherein page 4 
mentions about 26 persons who are included in list ‘A’ 
given by the 2nd Respondent in which the Petitioner’s 
name has not been found place. Though the 2nd 
Respondent remained absent and set exparte, except the 
documents produced by the Petitioner namely the copy 
of service register and monthly payment slip, there is no 
proof to show that he has worked as monthly rated 
supervisor or receipt clerk under the 2nd Respondent/ 
Management. Though it is argued on behalf of the 
Petitioner that one Mr. Mohanan who was examined as 
WW2 and who filed Writ Petition and subsequently Writ 
Appeal against the 1st Respondent has stated that the 
Petitioner has worked along with him as a receipt clerk 
and for the reasons best known to the 2nd Respondent 
his name was not included in the list ‘A’ with regard to 
this witness, it is clearly established that he has got 
grievance against the Madras Port Trust subsequent to 
his appointment in Port Trust his salary was reduced from 
Rs. 7500 to Rs. 5000 and it was also upheld by the High 
Court in Writ Petition and under such circumstances, 
this witness WW2 has given a false evidence and without 
any proof that the Petitioner has worked along with him 
as a receipt clerk. Merely because of his evidence, we 
cannot come to a conclusion that the Petitioner had 
worked as a receipt clerk, when documentary evidence is 
against this oral evidence. 

11. Again, on the side of the Respondent it is 
contended that though the Petitioner has produced the 
certificate Ex. W6 alleged to have been given by the Dock 
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Manager of the 2nd Respondent, wherein it is mentioned 
that the Petitioner has worked as Receipt Clerk and it is 
not estblished the person who has given the certificate 
has got power to issue such certificate and he was not 
examined before this Tribunal, therefore, no reliance can 
be placed on the document Ex. W6. It is argued on behalf 
of the Respondent that since the sendee register mentions 
only as Clerk and since his salary slip mentions him as a 
piece rated employee, it cannot be said that the Petitioner 
has worked as a monthly rated supen isor/receipt clerk. 
Again, on the side of the Respondent, it is contended 
that even in the evidence of the Petitioner in cross 
examination, it is elicited that the post of Supervisor or 
Receipt Clerk is different from the post of Junior Clerk 
and therefore, when he was appointed as a Junior Clerk, 
the burden is upon the Petitioner to establish that 
subsequently he has been appointed as a Receipt Clerk 
or Supervisor. Though the Petitioner alleged that he was 
appointed as a Receipt Clerk, no document was produced 
on the side of the Petitioner to show that he has been 
appointed as a Receipt Clerk and worked as a Receipt 
Clerk under the 2nd Respondent except ipse dixit of 
Petitioner's oral evidence. Under such circumstances, the 
Petitioner cannot compare himself along with other nine 
persons who have filed Writ Petition before High Court 
nor he can claim that the 1st Respondent has to take him 
in their employment. 

12. Though I find some force in this contention, as 
against this, the learned counsel for the Petitioner 
contended that the only because his name was not found 
place in Ex. M5. it cannot be said that the Petitioner has 
not worked as a Receipt Clerk under the 2nd Respondent. 
The 2nd Respondent, who has to say whether the 
Petitioner was appointed as a Receipt Clerk or not, has 
remained exparte and under such circumstances, from 
the documents produced by the Petitioner and from the 
evidene adduced on the side of the Petitioner, it is clearly 
established that the Petitioner has worked as monthly 
rated Receipt Clerk under the 2nd Respondent. Though 
the Petitioner has joined as a Junior Clerk subsequently, 
he worked as a Receipt Clerk and this fact was also 
established by the witness WW2, when he says in his 
evidence that in the 2nd Respondent’s company only two 
categories of workers working namely Receipt Clerk and 
Supervisor and the Petitioner was working as a Receipt 
Clerk and this statement of WW2 has not been cross 
examined bv the Respondent side nor it was not 
established by the 1st Respondent that there were other 
categories of workers working under the 2nd Respondent/ 
Management. Though the 1st Respondent alleged in the 
counter statement that the Petitioner must have been 
worked as a casual outside the private pool run by Madras 
Stevedores Association, it is only an allegation, on the 
other hand, it is established by the Petitioner through 
documentary evidence and also oral evidence that he has 


been appointed by the 2nd Respondent even in the year 
1982 on monthly rated payment and it is also established 
before this Court through WW2 that except Supervisors 
and Receipt Clerks, there is no other employment under 
the 2nd Respondent. Under such circumstances, this 
Tribunal can safely conclude that the Petitioner was 
worked as a Receipt Clerk under the 2nd Respondent. 

13. I find much force in the contention of the 
learned counsel for the Petitioner because his witness 
WW2 has clearly stated that there is no other employment 
except the posts of Supervisor or Receipt Clerk under 
2nd Respondent. Even though it is stated that this w itness 
has got some grievance against the 1st Respondent/ 
Management the Respondent has not cross examined the 
witness in this aspect with WW2 and further, it is not 
established that the 2nd Respondent had other employees 
outside the private pool run by Madras Stevedores 
Association or employed casual labour without being a 
monthly rated supervisor/receipt clerk. Therefore. I find 
the 2nd Respondent who is responsible for the fault is to 
be blamed and not the Petitioner in this case. The 2nd 
Respondent who has employed the Petitioner as a clerk 
and subsequently as a Receipt Clerk even in the year 1982 
has not included his name in the list ‘A’ and merely 
because of this omission, the Petitioner cannot be put to 
hardship. Therefore, I find this point in favour of the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2 :— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner Union is entitled ? 

14. In view' of my foregoing findings, that the non¬ 
employment of the Petitioner, ex-employee of the 2nd 
Respondent by the 1st Respondent is not legal. I find the 
Petitioner is entitled to the relief claimed by him. But 
with regard to back wages, no evidence was adduced by 
the Petitioner that all these years he has not been 
employed anywhere else and under such circumstances, 
the Petitioner is not entitled to back wages. Therefore, 
the 1st Respondent is directed to employ the Petitioner 
as Receipt Clerk as that of the nine Writ Petitioners in 
W. A. 119, 360, 799 and 800/93. No Costs. 

15. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him. 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on 
this day the 22nd February. 2005). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined 

For the I Party/Petitioner : WW1 Sri V. Durai 

WW2 Sri T. M. 
Mohanan 

For the II Party/Management : MW1 Sri K. 

Natarajan 
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Documents Marked :— 
For the I Party/Workman 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W1 

25-02-82 , 

Extract of service book of the 
Petitioner 

W2 

March 88 

Xerox copy of the entry permit 
issued to Petitioner 

W3 

1982 

Xerox copy of the ESI card issued 
to Petitioner 

W4 

Sept. & 
Dec. 1985 
& Mar. 87 

Xerox copy of the pay slip issued 
to Petitioner 

W5 

25-11-85 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Petitioner 

W6 

25-02-85 

Xerox copy of the service 
certificate issued to Petitioner 

W7 

Sep. 1993 

Xerox copy of the order in W. A. 
119, 360 & 800/93 

W8 

07-09-01 

Xerox copy of the order in W. P. 
No. 150/95 

W9 

18-10-93 

Xerox copy of the letter of 
Madras Dock Labour Board 

WI0 

16-05-02 

Xerox copy of the parawise 
comments submitted by 1st- 
Respondent before Assistant 
Labour Commissioner 

Wll 

04-06-02 

Xerox copy of the reply given by 
the Petitioner 

W12 

02-08-02 

Xerox copy of the failure of 
conciliation report. 

For the H Party/Management: 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ml 

Nil 

Extract of Madras Unregistered 
Dock General Pool Workers 
(Regulation of Employment) 
Scheme 1988 

M2 

20-02-92 

Xerox copy of the letter from 2nd 
Respondent to MDLB. regarding 
enlisting of 26 members 

M3 

29-05-01 

Xerox copy of the Govt, of India 
Gazette Notification 

M4 

18-08-97 

Xerox copy of the Govt, of India 
Gazette Notification 

M5 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the list containing 
persons enfisted in ‘A’ 

M6 

10-09-03 

Xerox copy of the order of High 


Court in WPMP Nos. 25972 to 
25974/2002. 
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29-3-2005 ^1 lira ^3TT *?T I 

[tf. ^-12011/227/2002-3^. 3TR. (^ft.-II)] 
tft. *i*l|eK u l, 3raX t-lP^q 
New Delhi, the 29th March, 2005 
S.O. 1560. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 <14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. I.D. 
51/2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure. 
in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Indian Overseas Bank and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 29-03-2005 

[No. L-12011/227/2002-IR (B-II)] 
C. GANGADHARAN. Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, CHENNAI 
Monday the 14th February, 2005 
Present; K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 51/2003 
(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 
1947), between the Management of Indian Overseas Bank 
and their workmen). 

BETWEEN 

The General Secretary, : I Party/Claimant 

Indian Overseas Bank 
Employees Trade Union 

AND 

The Chairman-cum- : II Party/Management 

Managing Director, 

Indian Overseas Bank, 

Chennai. 

Appearances: 

For the Claimant M/s. R, Viduthalai & 

S. C, Herold Singh. 
Advocates 

For the Management M/s. N.G.R. Prasad. & 

Sri W. T. Prabhakar. 
Advocates 


1180 GI/05—14 
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AWARD 

Tlie Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-12011/227/2002-IR (B-TT) dated 17-03-2003 
has referred this industrial dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. The schedule mentioned dispute in that 
order is :— 

"Whether the order of voluntary retirement from 
serv ice passed against Shri A. Veeramani by the 
management of Indian Overseas Bank is legal and 
justified ? If not, what relief the workman is entitled 
to ?" 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken 
on file as I D. No. 51/2003 and notices were issued to 
both the parties and both the parties entered appearance 
through their advocates and filed their Claim Statement 
and Counter Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner Union in the 
Claim Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The Petit ioner Union espouses the cause of one Sri 
A. Veeramani. who was appointed as a messenger at 
Sattur branch on 8-12-90. The concerned employee was 
working in T. Nagar branch in the year 1998 and his acts 
were duly commended by the authorities of the 
Respondent/Bank. While so. due to his ill health the 
concerned employee could not attend his duty from 
5-2-99 to 15-12-99. During the period of illness, he has 
been submitted leave letters supported by medical 
certificates from Doctors who attended on him. None of 
the leave letters submitted by concerned employee was 
ever rejected or returned. Nor did the Respondent/Bank 
directed the concerned employee to appear before any 
duly constituted medical board. The concerned employee 
after recovering from his illness reported for duty on 16- 
12-99. but the Branch Manager refused to allow him to 
join duty on that date. According to the bank, the 
concerned employ ee supposed to have left the services of 
the bank as he was not interested in continuing the bank 
service any more. But, the concerned employee has not 
receiv ed any such communication from the Respondent/ 
Bank at any point of time. On 8-4-2000 the concerned 
employee had made a representation to Assistant General 
Manager (PAD) enclosing copy of the leave letters and 
medical certificates submitted by hint in the months of 
May. July and November, 1999. But the Respondent/Bank 
rejected the request of the concerned employee and failed 
to provide employment and therefore, the Petitioner union 
raised this dispute before the Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central) and on the failure of conciliation, 
the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 
The Respondent/Bank contended that they have acted as 
per clause 17 of Bipartite Settlement in this matter. But, 
no such letter dated 15-9-99 was received bv the 
concerned employee. The Petitioner union has contended 


that clause 17 of Bipartite Settlement has been deleted 
consequent upon the judgement of Supreme Court in the 
case of Uptron India Ltd. Vs. Shammi dated 6-2-98 and 
Scooters India Ltd. Vs. Mohammed Yakub dated 21-11- 
2000. Since no departmental enquiry was conducted nor 
any notice was served on the concerned employee showing 
the gravity of the misconduct and no opportunity was 
given to the concerned employee to defend his case, no 
principles of natural justice was complied with and 
therefore, there is statutory' violation committed by the 
Respondent/Bank, which renders the order passed by the 
Respondent/Bank as unsustainable in law. Hence, the 
Petitioner Union prays that the concerned employee is 
entitled to reinstatement with back wages, continuity of 
service and requests this Tribunal to pass an award in 
favour of the concerned employee. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that it is not a case where the 
Petitioner himself forfeited his right of employment by 
his own conduct in terms of Clause 17 of Bipartite 
Settlement, which says that ‘ when an employee absents 
himself from work for a period of90 or more consecutive 
days, without submitting anv application for leave or 
for its extension or without any leave to his credit or 
beyond the period of leave sanctioned originally/ 
subsequently or when there is a satisfactory evidence 
that he has taken up employment in India or when the 
management is reasonably satisfied that he has no 
intention of joining duties, the management may at any 
time thereafter give a notice to the employee at his last 
known address calling upon him to report for duty within 
SO days of the date of notice, stating inter-alia the ground 
for coming to the conclusion that the employee had no 
intention of joining duties and furnishing necessary 
evidence, where available. Unless the employee reports 
for duty within 30 days of the notice or gives an 
explanation for his absence within the said period of 30 
days satisfying the management he has not taken up 
another employment or avocation and that he has no 
intention of not joining duties, the employee will be 
deemed to have voluntarily retired from the bank sservice 
on expiry of the said notice. In the event of the employee 
submitting a satisfactory reply, he shall be permitted to 
report for duty thereafter within 30 days from the dale of 
expiry of the aforesaid notice without prejudice to the 
bank s right to take any action under the law or rules of 
service". In this case, even in spite of the Petitioner 
having been put on notice dated 15-9-99. he did not 
choose to report for duty within thirty' days nor did he 
give any satisfactory explanation for his absence. 
Therefore, the Respondent/Bank was justified in invoking 
Clause 17 and .treated him to have voluntarily retired 
from serv ice. Further, the Respondent/Bank had sent two 
letters asking him to report for duty and they were sent 
on 20-6-99 and 13-7-99 respectively. In spite of having 
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received the same, the Petitioner did not bother either to 
report for duty or to send a reply. A notice under Clause 
17 of Bipartite Settlement was sent to the Petitioner on 
15-9-99. The said letter was sent to his last known address 
but was returned with an endorsement '‘left —door 
locked’. Therefore, on 25-1O-09 a final order was passed 
to the effect that his unauthorised absence was treated as 
voluntary retirement from service of the bank. Therefore, 
the Petitioner’s non-employment is justified. Further, 
mere submission of leave letters with medical certificates 
are not enough and it does not amount to sanctioning of 
leave. The concerned employee did not satisfy the bank 
that he was under medical care between 5-2-99 and 
15-12-99. At least, he could have sent a reply explaining 
the position to the aforesaid letters dated 26-6-99 and 
13-7-99 sent by the bank. On the other hand, he did not 
even bother to reply. Though the Petitioner alleged that 
the concerned employee’s services were appreciated by 
the officers of the bank, he was a chronic absentee from 
duty. Further, he was involved in outside borrowings and 
frequently absented himself unauthorisedly from the bank. 
Therefore he was issued with a charge sheet dated 
11 -5-96 for remaining unauthorisedly absent from 5-2-% 
onwards. Though he submitted a reply, the bank has been 
taking lenient view, he was given the punishment of 
censure. But, despite this, he did not improve himself 
and he was again chargesheeted for the second time ifi 
the very same year for remaining unauthorisedly absent 
for the period from August to November, 1996. A show 
cause notice was issued as to why punishment of stoppage 
of one annual increment should not be imposed and since 
his reply was unsatisfactory, a final order was passed on 
30-5-97 which was confirmed by the Appellate Authority 
and he was also cautioned if he repeats such lapses, a 
more serious view would be taken. Even after that, the 
Petitioner did not improve himself. In September, 1997, 
the Respondent/Bank received a complaint from a party 
Mr. Chinnachamy a clerk working in Canara Bank, 
Srivilliputhur branch stating that the concerned employee 
had taken Rs. 50,000 from him promising to get 
employment for his son and he further stated that a cheque 
issued by the Petitioner had bounced. For the 
memorandum issued by the respondent/Bank, the 
concerned employee has not submitted any reply, on the 
contrary, he unauthorisedly absented himself and after 
the Respondent/Bank asked him to report for duty 
immediately, he reported to duty only on 2-2-98. Further, 
the concerned employee indulged in outside borrowings 
and cheques issued by him during January, 1999 were 
bounced for want of funds. A gai n, he absented for duty 
from 5-2-99 and therefore, the Respondent/Bank sent a 
letter dated 26-6-99 asking him to report for duty, though 
he acknowledged the letter he neither reported for duty 
nor sent any reply. Therefore, the Respondent/Bank has 
sent another letter dated 13-7-99 which also met with 
the same fate. The concerned employee absented himself 


for more than 90 days without sanctioned leave. Even 
after the bank’s notice dated 15-9-99, the Petitioner has 
not reported for duty within thirty days. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Bank passed a final order dated 25-10-99 
removing his name from the rolls on the ground that he 
has voluntarily retired from service. Hence, the 
Respondent prays that the claim of the Petitioner is liable 
to be dismissed with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are — 

(i) “Whether the order of voluntary retirement 
from service passed by the Respondent/ 
Management against Sri A. Veeramani is 
legal and justified ?” 

(ii) “To what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled ?” 

Point No. 1:— 

6. In this case, the concerned employee Sri A. 
Veeramani was examined as WW1 and on their side Ex. 
W1 to W14 were marked and on the side of Respondent/ 
Management one Smt. R. Mahalaxmi was examined as 
MW1 and documents Ex. Ml to M17 were marked. 

7. The case of the Petitioner Union, which espouses 
the cause of the concerned employee Sri A. Veeramani, 
is though the concerned employee has absented for duty, 
no show cause notice was issued nor called for any 
explanation from his and no enquiry was conducted 
giving the delinquent employee namely Sri A. Veeramani 
an opportunity. Further, no second show cause notice was 
issued and even though the Respondent alleged that 
notices were sent as per Clause 17 of Bipartite Settlement 
all the communications were addressed to the Petitioner 
knowing fully well that he is not available in the said 
address. Further, the Respondent/Management did not 
take any action to give a paper publication when there 
was no response for any of their communications. Further, 
it is contended on behalf of the Petitioner that the 
Petitioner in each occasion has informed the Respondent/ 
Bank about his leave and the said leave application was 
not rejected by the Respondent hence, it is not the case of 
unauthorised absence as alleged by the Respondent/Bank. 
It is further contended on behalf of the Petitioner that it 
was held by the Supreme Court in various cases that 
voluntary retirement can be passed only in extraordinary 
cases when a person is mentally or physically 
handicapped and therefore, the order impugned passed 
in this case without conducting proper enquiry is bad in 
law and it has to be set aside. The learned counsel for the 
Petitioner further contended that the Petitioner has got 
blemishless record of service and in addition to the work 
allotted to him the Petitioner has performed the duties of 
higher officers by securing deposits and making recovery 
of advances and this will be proved by Ex. W5 which are 
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indent from appreciation letters for deposit and 
mobilisation given to the Petitioner. Since the Petitioner 
was afFected due to entric fever, he was forced to take 
leave on medical grounds from 5-2-99 to 15-12-99 for 
which he has submitted leave letters supported with 
medical certificates. The said leave letters were neither 
returned nor rejected which is evidenced from Ex. W6 
series. On 16-12-99 when the Petitioner wanted to join 
duty, he was restrained by the Manager from joining the 
duty and no reason was given for his refusal. Even though 
the Petitioner had made several representation to the 
Respondent authorities, the request of the Petitioner was 
rejected by the Respondent by letter dated 19-4-2000 and 
therefore, there is no valid reason for rejecting the claim 
of the Petitioner. Even though, the Respondent contended 
that they have sent letters on 26-6-99 and 13-7-99 these 
letters were not received by the Petitioner. Further even 
though the Respondent has stated that on 15-9-99, they 
have sent a letter requesting the Petitioner to join duty 
w ithin 30 days and failing which an order of voluntary 
cessation of employment, this communication was also 
not received by the Petitioner. Therefore, the order passed 
on 25-10-99 by the respondent is of no use. Further, even 
this order was not received by the Petitioner. Under such 
circumstances, not valid enquiry' was conducted before 
terminating the services of the Petitioner and no notice 
was served on the Petitioner. Under such circumstances, 
the Petitioner is entitled to the relief claim by him. 

8. But. as against this, on behalf of the Respondent 
it is contended that the concerned employee Mr. A. 
Vceramam even though was appointed as messenger in 
the Respondent/Bank, the previous record of the said 
employee is not happy. Even on 15-5-1996 the concerned 
employee was issued with a charge sheet for his 
unauthorised absence from 5-2-1996 and since his 
explanation was not satisfactory, he was given the 
punishment of censure hoping that he will improve 
himself But even after that the concerned employee did 
not improv e and therefore, another charge sheet dated 
17-12-96 was issued for his unauthorised absence from 
5-2-96 to 15-12-96. After enquiry, the punishment of 
stoppage of one annual increment was imposed on the 
concert n' employ ee which was also confirmed on appeal, 
which arc proved by Ex. Mil. !n the year 1997, the 
Respondent/Bank receiv ed a complaint, a copy of which 
is marked as Ex. Ml 2 from one Mr. Chinnasamy a clerk 
working in Canara Bank saying that the concerned 
employee has taken Rs. 50,000 promising to get a job for 
his son. ll is further alleged therein that the cheque issued 
by the concerned employee in favour ofMr. Chinnasamy 
forRs. 1000 w as bounced. For this, the Respondent/Bank 
called for an explanation from the concerned employee, 
but he did not bother to send any reply. But, again he 
went on unauthorised leave, therefore, the bank issued a 
letter dated 2-2-98 asking him to report for work 


immediately. Only after the receipt of letter the concerned 
employee Sri A. Veeramani reported for work. Even after 
that the Respondent/Bank received so many complaints 
against him with regard to the cheque issued him to third 
parties were get bounced and again he absented himself 
unauthorisedly and Respondent/Bank received several 
compaints from the branch and copies of such complaints 
are marked as Ex. M16 series. Though it is alleged that 
the concerned employee had sent leave letters since they 
were not in proper form, they were not granted, further, 
there was no leave to his credit. It was also informed to 
the concerned employee to his last known address. Under 
such circumstances, the Respondent/Bank invoked Clause 
17 of Bipartite Settlement which says that when an 
employee absents himself from work for a period of 90 
days or more consecutively without submitting any 
application for leave or for its extension or without any 
leav e to his credit or beyond the period of leave sanctioned 
originally/subsequently or when there is a satisfactory 
evidence that he has taken up employment in India or 
when the management is reasonably satisfied that he has 
no intention of joining duty, the management may at any 
time thereafter give a notice to the employee at his last 
known address calling upon him to report for duty within 
30 days of the date of notice, stating inter alia the ground 
for coming to the conclusion that the employee had no 
intention of joining duty and furnishing necessary 
evidence, where available. Unless the employee reports 
for duty within 30 days of the notice or gives an 
explanation for his absence within the said period of 30 
days satisfying the management he has not taken up 
another employment or avocation and that he has no 
intention of not joining duties, the employee will be 
deemed to have voluntarily retired from the bank’s service 
on expiry of the said notice. In the event of the employee 
submitting a satisfactory reply, he shall be permitted to 
report for duty thereafter within 30 days from the date of 
expiry of the aforesaid notice without prejudice to the 
bank’s right to take any action under the law or rules of 
service. The learned counsel for the Respondent argued 
that even in spite of the Petitioner having been put on 
notice on 15-9-99, he did not report for duty within thirty 
days nor did he give any satisfactory explanation for his 
absence.Therefore, the Respondent/Bank was justified in 
invoking clause 17 of the Bipartite Settlement in this 
case and treated him as voluntarily retired from service. 
He relied on the rulings reported in 2000 2 LLN 942 
SYNDICATE BANK Vs. GENERAL SECRETARY, 
SYNDICATE BANK STAFF ASSOCIATION AND 
ANOTHER wherein in a similar case, the Supreme Court 
has held that “the requirements of principles of natural 
justice which are required to be observed are —(i) the 
workman should know the nature of the complaint or 
accusation; (ii) an opportunity to state his case; and (iii) 
the management should act in good faith which means 
that action of the management should be fair, reasonable 
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and just.” The Supreme Court has further held that “all 
these three criteria have been fully met in the present 
case. The principles of natural justice are inbuilt in Clause 
16 of Bipartite Settlement. When evidence was led before 
the Tribunal, the bank produced the registered covers 
which had been received back with the endorsement 
* refused and the addressee not found during delivery time. ’ 
The employee said he never refused to receive the notice. 
In this circumstance, the Tribunal though it necessary to 
hold that notice was not served on Dayananda, the 
concerned employee as the bank did not examine the 
postman. The notice was sent on the correct address of 
the employee and it was received back with the postal 
endorsement ‘refused’. A clear presumption arose in 
favour of the bank and against the employee. Yet the 
Tribunal held that no notice was given to the employee 
as postman was not produced by the bank. This appears 
to be rather an incongruous finding by the Tribunal 

. The bank has followed the requirements of 

Clause 16 of Bipartite Settlement and it rightly held that 
the employee has voluntarily retired from service of the 
bank. Under such circumstances, it was not necessary 
for the bank to hold any enquiry before passing the order. 
The enquiry would have been necessary if the employee 
had submitted his explanation which was not acceptable 
to the bank or contended that he did report for duty but 
was not allowed to join by the bank. Nothing of the like 
has happened here. Assuming for a moment that enquiry 
was necessitated, evidence led before the Tribunal clearly 
showed that notice was given to the employee and it is 
he who defaulted and offered no explanation of his 
absence from duty and did not report for duty within 30 
days of the notice as required in Clause 16 of Bipartite 
Settlement. This undue reliance on the principles of 
natural justice by the Tribunal and even by High Court 
had certainly led to miscarriage of justice as far as bank 
is concerned/’ The second judgement relied on by the 
learned counsel for the Respondent is reported in 2001 
(1) LLN 758 PUNJAB AND SIND BANK AND 
OTHERS Vs. SAKATTAR SINGH, wherein the Supreme 
Court in a similar situation has held that “a reading of 
clause 16 of IV Bipartite Settlement will make it clear 
that in the event of an employee absents himself from 
duty for 90 or more consecutive days beyond the period 
of leave originally sanctioned or subsequently extended 
the management may at any time thereafter give a notice 
to the employee at the last known address calling upon 
him to report for duty within 30 days of notice stating 
inter alia the grounds for the management coming to the 
conclusion that the employee has no intention of joining 
duty and furnishing necessary evidence wherever relevant 
and unless the employee reports for duty within 30 days 
of the notice or gives an explanation for his absence 
satisfying the management that he has not taken up 
another employment or avocation and he has no intention 
of not joining the duty, the employee will be deemed to 
have been voluntarily retired from the bank’s service on 
expiry of time fixed in the said notice. Thus, in this case 


there is no punishment for misconduct but only to notice 
the realities of situation resulting from long absence of 
an employee from work with no satisfactory explanation 
thereto. Principles of natural justice cannot be examined 
in vacuum without reference to the fact situation arising 
in the case. This rule has been incorporated in an 
agreement where representatives of employees unions 
were party. They also realised the futility of continuing a 
situation when an employee without appropriate 
intimation to the management is playing truant. The 
learned counsel for the Respondent further contended that 
though the concerned employee claimed that several 
communications regarding his illness were sent along 
with medical certificates to grant leave, it was clearly 
intimated to the concerned employee that his medical 
leave applications were not in proper form and therefore, 
it was not granted and further, there was no leave at his 
credit. Under such circumstances, it cannot be said that 
he has sent several communications regarding his illness 
or to extend his leave for the period of his absence. These 
letters were sent to the last known address of the 
concerned employee and therefore, it cannot be said that 
he has not been informed with regard to rejection of his 
leave. Further, the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that even in cross examination he has stated 
that he has not informed his change of address to the 
Respondent/Management. Under such circumstances, the 
action taken by the Respondent/Management is just and 
fair and this Tribunal at this juncture cannot interfere 
with the order passed by the Respondent/Management. 

9. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent because in this case, even 
after the notice under Clause 17, the concerned employee 
has not attended the office nor has given any explanation 
for his long absence. Under such circumstances, the 
Respondent has got every right to take action under clause 
17 of the Bipartite Settlement and therefore, the bank 
will presume that he is deemed to be retired voluntarily 
from service. As such, I find this point against the 
Petitioner Union. 

Point No. 2 :— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the concerned employee is entitled ? 

10. In view of my foregoing findings that the order 
passed by the Respondent/Management against the 
concerned employee Sri A. Veeramani is legal and 
justified, I find the concerned employee is not entitled to 
any relief as prayed for by the Petitioner Union. No Costs. 

11. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on 
this day the 14th February, 2005). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses Examined :— 

For the I Party/Claimant: WW1 Sri A. Veeramani 
For the II Party/Management: MW1 Smt R. Mahulakshmi 

Documents marked :— 


For the I Party/Claimant:— 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W1 

01-12-90 

Xerox copy of the appointment 
order 

W2 

08-06-91 

Xerox copy of the transfer order 

W3 

14-06-93 

Xerox copy of the transfer order 

W4 

16-11-98 

Xerox copy of the transfer order 

W5 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the appreciation 
letters for deposit Mobilisation 

W6 

05-02-99 

Xerox copy of the medical 
certificates 

W7 

03-06-99 

Xerox copy of the fitness 
certificate 

W8 

19-04-00 

Xerox copy of the reply from 
Respondent 

W9 

31-07-00 

Xerox copy of the dispute raised 
before Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central) 

W10 

22-01-01 

Xerox copy of the proceedings 
before Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (Central) 

Wll 

12-12-01 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Union to Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central) 

W12 

08-04-00 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner to Respondent 

W13 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the medical 
certificate issued to Concerned 
employee 

W14 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the blood donation 
certificates issued to Concerned 
employee 

For the II Party/Management:— 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ml 

26-06-99 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to concerned 
Employee 

M2 

13-08-99 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent to Veeramani 


M3 15-09-99 Xerox copy of the notice of 




voluntary cessation of 

Employment 

M4 series Nil 

Xerox . copy of the 

acknowledgement cards & 
covers. 

M5 

25-10-99 

Xerox copy of the letter issued to 
Veeramani to Addresses given by 
him to Respondent/Bank 

M6 

11-05-96 

Xerox copy of the charge sheet 

M7 

03-06-96 

Xerox copy of the letter sent to 
Veeramani by Disciplinary 
Authority 

M8 

17-12-96 

Xerox copy of the charge sheet 

M9 

14-05-97 

Xerox copy of the letter to 
Veeramani by the Disciplinary 
Authority 

M10 

30-05-97 

Xerox copy of the letter to 
Veeramani by Disciplinary 
Authority 

Mil 

26-02-98 

Xerox copy of the appellate order 

M12 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the letter from G. 
Chinnasamy 

M13 

19-11-97 

Xerox copy of the letter to 
Veeramani 

M14 

02-02-98 

Xerox copy of the letter to 
Veeramani 

Ml 5 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the 

acknowledgement card. 

M16 series Nil 

Xerox copy of the internal 
correspondence 

M17 

10-08-99 

Xerox copy of the internal 
correspondence 
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New Delhi, the 29th March, 2005 

S.O. 1561.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. I.D. 
13/2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Vijaya Bank and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
29-3-2005 

[No.- L-12011/156/2004-IR (B-II)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday the 22nd February, 2005 


2, After the receipt of the reference, it was taken 
on file as I.D. No. 13/2005 and notices were issued to 
both the parties and at the first hearing the Petitioner 
appeared in person and filed Claim Statement and he 
has also filed a memo stating that he has got objection 
for engaging an advocate for the Respondent. Though 
the Respondent advocate appeared before this Court and 
represented to file a vakalat, since under section 36(4) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 the Petitioner has 
objected for Respondent’s representation through 
advocate, the advocate for the Respondent withdrawn his 
vakalat and the case was posted for appearance of 
Respondent for next hearing on 15-2-2005. But on 
15-2-2005, the Respondent has not appeared before this 
Tribunal nor any representation made on behalf of the 
Respondent. Therefore, the Respondent was set ex-parte 
and orders were reserved for passing an award with the 
available records. 


Present: K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 13/2005 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), between the Management of Vijaya Bank and their 
workmen). 


BETWEEN 

The Joint Secretary, ; I Party/Claimant 
Vijaya Bank Workers 
Organisation, Chennai. 

AND 

The Assistant General : II Party/Management 
Manager. Vijaya Bank, 

Chennai. 

APPEARANCE: 


For the Claimant : Mr. S. D. Srinivasan, 

Authorised Representative 

For the Management : None 

AWARD 


The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Chder No. L-12011/156/2004-IR (B-II) dated 04-L2005 
has referred this industrial dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. The schedule mentioned dispute in that 
order is : 


"Whether the action of the management of Vijaya 
Bank. Chennai in imposing the punishment of 
‘reduction to a lower stage in the scale of pay by 
two stages for a period of one year with cumulative 
effect’ upon Shri V. R. Meyyappan, Special 
Assistant is legal and justified ? If not, what relief 
the workman is entitled to ?” 


3. The Petitioner Union espouses the cause of the 
concerned employee Mr. V. R. Meyyappan, special 
assistant working in the Respondent/Bank at Karaikudi 
branch. The allegations of the Petitioner Union in the 
Claim Statement are briefly as follows :— 

Mr. V. R. Meyyappan, Special Assistant working 
at Karaikudi branch of Respondent/Bank was served with 
a charge sheet that alleged the acts of misconduct said to 
have been proved in the domestic enquiry. There are eight 
charges framed against the concerned employee, seven 
under major misconducts and one under minor 
misconduct. The concerned employee on 1-6-2002 
requested the Disciplinary Authority to accord permission 
to inspect certain documents and to take copies, but the 
Disciplinary Authority through his letter dated 7-6-2002 
declined the employee to inspect the documents and 
however, advised him to submit his reply or explanation 
before 15-6-02. Again, the concerned employee has given 
a representation on 18-6-02 to inspect the documents and 
grant time upto 26-6-02 to submit his statement of defence 
after inspection of documents. However, no reply was 
received from the Disciplinary Authority. But 
surprisingly, the Disciplinary authority by.his letter dated 
22-6-02 permitted the concerned employee to inspect and 
take copies of documents and submit his reply on or before 
10-7-02. Thereafter the concerned employee submitted a 
letter to the Branch Manager, Karaikudi to allow him to 
inspect the documents and to take copies. But to his 
surprise, the Branch Manager, Karaikudi branch by letter 
dated 10-7-02 refused permission to inspect the 
documents and insisted on specific reasons to inspect the 
documents. In the mean time, the Branch Manager was 
appointed as Enquiry Officer in that case and the Enquiry 
Officer by his letter dated 17-7-02 advised the concerned 
employee to give reasons for inspection of documents 
and to take copies thereof. Again the concerned employee 
addressed the Disciplinary Authority and the Disciplinary 
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Authority in turn vide letter dated 24-07-02 denied 
permission to have documents before the enquiry and 
informed that appointment of an officer as Enquiry 
Officer from outside the panel of Enquiry Officer was 
not within the purview of workman’s discretion. 
Subsequently, in the enquiry, the concerned employee was 
denied an opportunity to defend himself after seeing the 
documents. The Enquiry Officer with a testimony of 
branch officials, whose attitude and approach were 
negative from the beginnihg like denial of permission to 
access the documents, has come to the conclusion that 
the charges have been proved against the concerned 
employee. Even after completion of enquiry, the 
concerned employee’s request to make available the copy 
of w ritten submissions of Presenting Officer was denied 
by the Enquiry Officer. Even after the 2nd show cause 
notice his request for personal hearing was denied by 
Disciplinary' Authority. Therefore, a fair and reasonable 
opportunity to defend the charges framed against the 
concerned employee was denied by the Respondent/Bank. 
Even in domestic enquiry the valid documents with regard 
to charge No. 8 has been squarely denied. Even the oral 
evidence given in domestic enquiry has not established 
the allegations made against the concerned employee. 
All these things clearly prove the fact that there was no 
application of mind to the facts and circumstances of the 
case while arriving at the decision on the part of the 
Disciplinary' Authority and the same amounts to wrongful 
exaction. Even the appeal filed against that order has 
been treated in a casual manner and Appellate Authority 
has also not applied his mind and the Appellate Authority 
was the same authority who during his capacity as 
Disciplinary' Authority served the charge sheet on the 
concerned employee and who denied permission to have 
access to the documents. Therefore, the dismissal of 
appeal by the same authority who served charge sheet on 
the concerned employee is a total and clear violation of 
principles of natural justice and with a prejudiced attitude 
he has rejected the contention of the concerned employee. 
Further, the punishment imposed is not one of the 
punishments enumerated in Memorandum of Settlement 
dated 10-4-2002 on disciplinary matters. Hence, for all 
these reasons, the Petitioner Union prays that this 
Tribunal to pass an award setting aside the punishment 
imposed on the concerned employee with consequential 
relief. 

4. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are — 

"To what relief the concerned employee is entitled ?” 
Point No. 1 :— 

5. As 1 have already point out. the Respondent 
remained absent and was set ex-parte. In this case, the 
Petitioner union alleged that the action taken against the 
mncerned employee namely Mr. V. R. Meyy appan is not 


in accordance with the established principles and 
procedure laid down under the settlement. Further, the 
concerned employee was not given reasonable opportunity 
to defend his case and each and every time, the Enquiry 
Officer has rejected the request of the concerned 
employee. 

6. As against this, there is no contrary allegation 
on the side of the Respondent/Management. From the 
records, I find that the allegation made by the Petitioner 
Unions seems to be proved and as such I find this point 
in favour of the Petitioner Union. 

Point No, 2 :— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the concerned employee is entitled ? 

7. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
allegations made by the Petitioner are true against the 
order passed by the Respondent/Management, I find this 
point in favour of the Petitioner. Therefore, I set aside 
the punishment imposed on the concerned employee by 
the Respondent/Management and I direct the Respondent/ 
Management to restore the increments with all other 
attendant benefits. No Costs. 

8. The reference is disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on 
this day the 22nd February, 2005). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

T? fe#, 29 wf, 2005 
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UTOirsn Sttl 

[71. TTvT-12012/300/2002-3TTi 3TTT. (^t.-I)] 
Ttt. ww, wt; ypqq 
New Delhi, the 29th March, 2005 

S.O. 1562.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 70/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal - 
cum-Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Karur Vysya Bank Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 28-03-2005 

[No. L-12012/300/2002-IR (B-I)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, CHENNAI 

Wednesday the 9th February, 2005 

PRESENT : K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 70/2003 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947). between the Management of Karur \Vsya Bank 
Ltd. Karur and their workmen). 

BETWEEN 

Sri P. Nallaswamy I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Manager. : II Party/Management 

Karur Vysya Bank Ltd. 

Karur. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. D. Hariparanthaman, 

Advocates 

For the Management M/s. T. S. Gopalan & Co., 

- Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-12012/300/2002-IR (B-I) dated 10/17-04-2003 
has referred this industrial dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. The schedule mentioned dispute in that 
order is : 

"Whether the punishment of dismissal from service 
imposed on Shri P. Nallaswamy by the management 
of Karur Vysya Bank is legal and justified ? If not 
what relief the workman is entitled to ?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken 
on file as I D. No. 70/2003 and notices were issued to 
both the parties and both the parties entered appearance 
through their advocates and filed their Claim Statement 
and Counter Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner Union in the 
Claim Statement are briefly as follows :— 

The Petitioner joined the services of the 
Respondent/Bank as a clerk on 20-12-1978. During the 
year 1987 the Petitioner was posted to work as a clerk at 
Pethampalayam branch Apart from him-one Branch 
Manager and one sub-staff alone were working in the 
said branch. As per circulars and directives in force, the 
clerk will have to perform the cashier work in such single¬ 


man branches. However, after Sri K. Kanakaraj assumed 
charge as Branch Manager of the said branch, he himself 
looked after the cashier work and the Petitioner was asked 
to perform other works. In single man branch the 
Manager and Clerk will have to act as joint custodians. 
The cashier has to maintain cash scroll and the Branch 
Manager has to maintain another scroll so as to verify 
each cash transaction for the day. However, the Branch 
Manager looked after the cashier work by himself contrary 
to the circulars, he maintained only one cash scroll to be 
maintained as a cashier. As a joint custodian the Petitioner 
was responsible for physical cash placed in safe at the 
end of the day’s transaction and the number of jewel bags 
and number of stationery books and not for the quantities 
or the number of jewels in the jewel bags and also not for 
the number of leaves in the stationery books. After the 
transfer of Mr. Kanakaraj, one Mr. Tamil Selvan took 
charge as Manager of that branch. It seems Mr. 
Kanakaraj, the erstwhile Branch Manager of 
Pethampalayam branch took the keys of the branch from 
the new Manager and made an attempt to bum the records 
in the absence of new Manager. But, due to intervention 
of local people, the records were-saved from being burnt 
further. Only thereafter, the Central Office has sent official 
to look into the matter and investigate the same. Only 
after that it came to light that earlier the Branch Manager 
Mr. Kanakaraj had committed several frauds and 
misappropriated bank’s money by several means and 
methods. Therefore, the Respondent/Bank instead of 
taking action against the then Branch Manager Mr. 
Kanakaraj, issued a charge memo dated 18-8-97 alleging 
negligence against the Petitioner and levelled six charges 
against him and alleged that the then Branch Manager 
has committed frauds only due to the negligence of the 
Petitioner. The first charge is that the Petitioner has failed 
to verify cash denomination book on 18-11-95 thereby 
the fraud committed by the other joint custodian did not 
come to light. Secondly, the other joint custodian Sri K. 
Kanakaraj placed Rs. 95,000 in the safe, whereas entered 
as Rs. 1.15,000 in the cash-in-and-out register on 18-11 -95 
and the entry was authenticated by the Petitioner as a 
joint custodian of the bank. Then he failed to verify the 
actual cash placed in the safe on 18-11-95. Thirdly, the 
Petitioner did not verify and authenticate the entries in 
cash-in-and-out register on 28-12-95 to 5-1-96 as joint 
custodian of the bank branch. Fourthly, the Petitioner 
did not ensure that cash-in-and-out register was 
maintained on and after 25-4-96. Fifthly, the Petitioner 
did not verify' closing cash balance on 25-8-97 kept in 
the safe and sixthly, on 11 -12-96 the Petitioner had written 
a D. D. bearing No. 965084 on Erode branch in favour 
of Sri G. Chandrasekaran. But on the same date, the 
Petitioner failed to ensure that remaining draft leaves in 
D. D. book and other security items were kept under joint 
custody at the close of the day’s transaction. Thus, the 
Petitioner was negligent in performing his duties, failed 
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and neglected to follow the systems and procedure and 
acted prejudicial to the interest of the branch causing 
loss to the bank. But the allegation against the Petitioner 
is a clear case of victimisation and he is made as a 
scapegoat and victim for the fraud committed by the 
Branch Manager for no fault of his. The Petitioner then 
requested to provide some documents. But the 
Disciplinary Authority by a letter dated 10-9-97 directed 
to furnish the documents pertaining to relevant dates 
mentioned in charge memo alone and refused to order 
for documents pertaining to previous and subsequent days 
on the ground that those documents were not relevant. 
Further. Branch Manager did not provide the cash scroll 
for 25-3-97 on the ground that it was fully destroyed in 
fire. Even in the enquiry' the Presenting Officer put 
questions to the management witnesses regarding 20-11-95. 
Further, the Enquiry Officer has over ruled the objection 
of defence representative that when the workman asked 
for documents pertaining to 20-11-95 he was denied the 
same on the ground that it was not relevant. However, 
contrary to their own decision, the Enquiry Officer 
allowed the Presenting Officer to mark the cash scroll 
for 20-11-95. Therefore, the action of the Enquiry Officer 
was biased and one sided. Even though the management 
witness has admitted that unaltered closing cash bJnce 
in main day book and cash scroll for 18-11-95 is the same, 
and even though he has admitted that there was no 
alteration in Cash-in-and-out register for 18-11-95 and 
in subsidiary day book written by the Petitioner on 18- 
11-95. the Enquiry' Officer has come to a conclusion that 
the charges framed against the Petitioner were proved. 
Therefore, the Findings of the Enquiry Officer arc biased, 
perverse and contrary to evidence and materials on record 
and his findings was not supported by any legal and 
acceptable evidence. The Disciplinary Authority also 
simply agreed with the findings of the Enquiry Officer 
and issued show cause notice proposing punishment of 
dismissal and also passed order of discharge. The charge 
memo alleging failure to follow the system and procedure 
by the Petitioner is vague and non-specific. The reason 
given by the bank for not furnishing documents to 
Petitioner w as false and incorrect. Therefore, the domestic 
enquiry is vitiated and the order of dismissal is illegal 
and hence the same is liable to be set aside. During the 
pendency of the above enquiry, w hen the Petitioner was 
continued to be under suspension, the Respondent/ 
Management issued another carge memo dated 24-11-98 
wherein three charges where levelled against the 
Petitioner. In that the first allegation was that he availed 
loan in the name of one Mr. C. Murugan with a view to 
derive undue pecuniary benefits, secondly, he borrowed 
money from Bank of India against NSC and failed to 
repay the due which gave room for the said bank to make 
complaint to Respondent/Bank which alfected the image 
of the bank and it was prejudicial to the interest of the 
bank and thirdly, he took a chit from one M/s. Sakthi 


Finance and failed to repay the same w hich gave them 
room for filing a criminal case for dishonour of cheque 
and it affected the image of the bank and it w as prejudicial 
to the interest of the bank. But taking disciplinary action 
for his private conduct and affairs which has nothing to 
do with his employ ment was mala fide and illegal. Even 
without giving an opportunity, the Respondent has 
ordered enquiry. There was no evidence to prove that 
jewels pledged by Mr Murugan belonged to the 
Petitioner/Workman. With regard to second and third 
charges they are private affairs for which no disciplinary 
action could be taken against him. Any how. with regard 
to loan received from Bank of India it was against the 
NSC that he purchased and it was a secured loan and 
therefore, there was no loss or prejudice for the Bank of 
India. It is also independent of his employment and 
therefore, the Respondent/Bank cannot take any action 
and punish the Petitioner. Further, merely because Sri 
Sakthi Finance and Bank of India wrote letters to 
Respondent/Bank it cannot be said that the image of 
Respondent/Bank was affected and it was prejudicial to 
the interest of the bank. Any how, the Disciplinary 
Authority proposed to impose the punishment of dismissal 
for the above charge and further on 7-12-99 the 
Disciplinary Authority discharged the workmen from 
service for these charges. The order passed by the 
authorities are illegal and the Respondent/Bank cannot 
discharge the Petitioner by way of punishment w hen he 
was already dismissed from service bv an order dated on 
the same day. Further, considering his long unblemished 
service, the Tribunal has got every right to interfere with 
the punishment under Section 11A of the Act and 
therefore, the Petitioner prays that an award may be 
passed to reinstate him in service with continuity of 
service, back wages and other attendant benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its counter 
statement contended that the Respondent is a banking/ 
company and every branch is functioning under the 
control of Branch Manager. In a branch where there is 
only one officer, who will be the Manager, the clerk who 
is incharge of the cash section and who is being paid 
special allowance for handling the cash section will be 
the joint custodian. Therefore, no employee who acts as 
a joint custodian can avoid the liability for the loss or 
shortage by way of any explanation and justification for 
his conduct or by reference to superv ening circumstances. 
No doubt the Petitioner was working as a clerk in the 
Pethampalayam branch from 8-7-87. It was a branch with 
a Branch Manager, a clerk and a sub-staff. It is also true 
that the Branch Manager Sri K. Kanagaraj was also 
attending to the duties of cashier and as Branch Manager. 
The Petitioner being a clerk, the only other employee 
was a joint custodian holding the second set of keys of 
the branch. In May, 1997 Sri K. Kanagaraj was 
transferred from Pethampalayam branch to Kannanur 
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branch and in his place one Mr. Tamilselvan was posted 
as Branch Manager. It is learnt that Mr. Kanagaraj has 
set fire to the branch records and fortunately by the timely 
intervention of landlord of the premises, the fires was 
put out. This conduct of Mr. Kanagaraj in setting fire to 
branch records forced the bank to make a detailed 
investigation. In that investigation, it transpired that Mr. 
Kanagaraj had perpetrated a fraud on the bank by 
unauthorisedly removing cash before placing the cash in 
safety locker after the cash on the relevant date was fully 
accounted and the cash balance was drawn, that on 
another occasion by altering the closing cash balance, he 
had removed Rs. 5,00,000 before the cash was kept in 
the safe vault and on yet another occasion, he had used 
the bank security stationery namely DD forms for issue 
of drafts with no consideration received. All these could 
be done by Mr. Kanagaraj, the then Manager of the branch 
due to the gross negligence of the Petitioner. Mr. 
Kanagaraj had removed the cash on both occasions before 
the cash was placed ihside the safe and also altered the 
cash coinwar register. Since the Petitioner failed to verify 
the cash when it was placed inside the safe and also did 
not verify the coinwar register, it was taken place. It is 
further revealed that the Petitioner was not only lacking 
diligence in discharge of his duties but also acted in a 
grossly negligent manner which had emboldened Mr. 
Kanagaraj to resort to such fraudulent acts of misconduct 
of unauthorised removal of cash and unauthorised use of 
bank's security stationery and it resulted in a loss of 
Rs. 49.90 lakhs to the Respondent/Bank. Therefore, 
charge sheet was issued to the Petitioner charging him 
with misconduct under para 19.5(j) of Bipartite 
Settlement and calling upon him to show cause why 
disciplinary action should not be taken against him. Since 
his explanation was not satisfactory, domestic enquiry 
was ordered. The Enquiry Officer gave his report holding 
that charges levelled against the Petitioner were duly 
proved. Thereafter, the Disciplinary Authority issued 
notice proposing punishment of dismissal and directed 
him to appear for personal hearing. Further, the 
Respondent/Bank pays its employees handsome 
remuneration besides providing excellent service 
conditions. Further, the Respondent/Bank is run purely 
on the basis of faith and confidence reposed in the 
employees. As the employees of the bank have to deal 
with cash of the bank and public, any employee who is 
highly indebted is considered as grave risk for handling 
the cash or for making entries and thereby rendering 
himself unsuitable for continuance in the employment. 
In order to ensure that the employees do not resort to 
external borrowings and thereby get into a debt trap, bank 
gives house building loan, vehicle loan, consumer credit 
loan, jewel loan, instalment loans etc. Further, all these 
loan facilities are granted at concessional rate of interest 
and therefore, extensive indebtedness is treated as a grave 
misconduct warranting drastic punishment. One of the 


agricultural loans is called jewel loan which is sanctioned 
against pledge of gold ornaments and this is purely an 
agricultural loan at concessional rate of interest and it is 
not available to employees of the bank. If an employee 
wants to avail a loan by pledging his jewels, he will have 
to pay higher rate of interest than the rate of interest 
available for agriculturists. Further the Respondent/Bank 
received a copy of letter dated 8-7-1997 from Bank of 
India, Nallampatti addressed to Petitioner referring to 
his outstanding loan amount of Rs. 31,919 and directing 
him to pay the loan immediately. On 6-11-97 the said 
branch directly addressed a letter to Branch Manager of 
Pethampalayam of Respondent/Bank informing him that 
the Petitioner had availed loan of Rs. 15,000 by pledging 
NSC promising to repay the entire amount within a year 
and he failed to repay the loan and an amount of 
Rs. 33,676 was due with interest from 1-10-97. Further, 
M/s. Sakthi Finance made a complaint that in April, 1997 
the Petitioner joined a chit for Rs. 5,00,000 and in second 
auction he had bid for Rs. 67,500 that he had collected 
the sum of Rs. 30,000 in cash by giving a blank cheque 
drawn on Canara Bank and he did not pay the subsequent 
instalments and he was still owing Rs. 80,000 plus 
interest. Therefore, the Respondent/Bank issued charge 
sheet for his act of misconducts, since the bank’s name 
was prejudicially affected and also affected the interest 
of the bank. For the charges, the Petitioner did not give 
any explanation and therefore, an enquiry was conducted 
and in that the Enquiry Officer has held that charges 
framed against the Petitioner were duly proved and the 
Disciplinary Authority awarded the punishment of 
dismissal from service. Therefore, for the misconducts 
enumerated in charge sheets dated 18-8-97 and 24-11-98, 
the order of termination is perfectly justified and valid in 
law and the same should not be interfered with. As the 
joint custodian the Petitioner is answerable and liable 
for cash, jewels, securities and other assets of the branch 
kept in safe vault/strong room. It is not correct to say 
that Petitioner was not responsible for physical cash or 
number of jewels or security stationery, Since the 
Petitioner failed to perform his duties as a joint custodian 
and it amounts to negligence which enabled the Branch 
Manager to commit fraud on the Respondent/Bank 
causing loss to the extent of Rs. 49.5 lakhs. As a joint 
custodian the Petitioner was equally responsible 
irrespective of the circumstances in which the loss was 
occasioned or whether the Petitioner had any role to play 
in causing the loss. Further the excessive indebtedness is 
an act of misconduct for which disciplinary' action can 
be initiated and punishment be awarded. Therefore, for 
all these reasons, the Respondent prays that the claim 
may be dismissed with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are :— 

(i) “Whether the punishment of dismissal from 
service imposed by the Respondent/Management 
on the Petitioner is legal and justified T 
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(ii) "To what relief, the Petitioner is entitled T 

Point No. I : 

6. In this case two charge sheets were issued to the 
Petitioner Sri Nallaswamy. The first charge sheet contains 
six allegations. The first allegation is that he failed to 
verify cash denomination book on 18-11-95 thereby the 
fraud committed by other joint custodian namely the then 
Manager Mr. K. Kanagaraj did not come to light and the 
joint custodian altered Rs. 10.000 under serial No. 2 of 
cash scroll as Rs. 30.000. Rs. 50.000 and Rs. 30.000 under 
safe column in cash denomination book and defrauded 
the bank to an extent of Rs. 20.000. The second allegation 
is that joint custodian Mr. K. Kanagaraj placed 
Rs. 95.000 in the safe whereas entered as Rs. 1,15.000 in 
cash-in-and-out register on 18-11-95. The entry was 
authenticated by the Petitioner also as one of the joint 
custodians of the bank and thus he failed to verify the 
actual cash placed in the safe on 18-11-95. The third and 
fourth allegations are that the Petitioner did not verify 
and authenticate entries in cash-in-and-out register from 
28-11-95 to 5-1-96 as joint custodian and he did not 
ensure that cash-in-and-out register was maintained on 
and after 25-4-96. The fifth allegation is that the 
'Petitioner did not verify the closing cash balance on 
25-3-97 kept in safe. The actual closing cash balance 
was Rs. 1.07.247.25 as per main day book whereas in 
cash denomination book the closing cash was shown as 
Rs. 6.07.247.25. The sixth allegation is that on 11-12-96 
llie Petitioner failed to ensure remaining draft leaves in 
D. D Book and other security items which were kept 
under joint custody at the close of the days transactions. 
Bv this negligence, the other joint custodian Mr. K. 
Kanagaraj issued five drafts to several branches in 
Coimbatore to the total amount of Rs. 31.05 lakhs 
fraudulently w ithout receipt of cash for the drafts and if 
the Petitioner had ensured that draft books and other 
security items are held under joint custody, the said 
Kanagaraj could not have free access to the draft books 
to defraud the bank to the tune of Rs. 31.05 lakhs. With 
regard to the second charge sheet, the first allegation is 
that the Petitioner has pledged his jewels in the name of 
Mr. M ,r ugan and availed jewel loan for Rs. 21.000 under 
agrici :ral category at concessional rate of interest and 
thus he with an intention to avail the loan under 
concessional rate of interest, he brought Mr. Murugan 
and obtained the loan and thus he has derived undue 
pecuniary benefits at the cost of the bank and thus acted 
prejudicial to the interest of the bank. The second 
allegation is that the Petitioner availed loan of 
Rs. 15.000 from the Bank of India. Nallampatti branch 
against NSC and he failed to repay the instalments and 
except single remittance of Rs. 1.000 and the above acts 
of borrowing money and failing to repay the same as 
committcd/agrccd and thereby giving scope for 
complaints to the bank which are acts affecting the bank’s 


image and thus prejudicial to the interest of the bank. 
The third allegation is that the Petitioner joined as a 
member of chit groups conducted by Sri Sakthi Finance, 
Erode for chit amount of Rs. 1,00,000 and failed to remit 
the chit amount and thereby giving scope for criminal 
complaint and these acts are affecting bank’s image and 
prejudicial to the interest of the bank and therefore, the 
action was taken against the Petitioner. 

7. As against this, on behalf of the Petitioner it is 
contended that though it is alleged that the said 
Mr. Kanagaraj has made alterations in certain books of 
account, there is no evidence to prove that alteration was 
made on 18-11-95 itself. Under such circumstances the 
charge framed against the Petitioner under first and 
second allegations were not proved and therefore, he 
should be exonerated from these two charges. Even the 
w itnesses examined on the side of the management did 
not depose that these alterations pertaining to 18-11-95 
were made on the same day and in fact the first witness 
has dearly admitted that he did not confirm as to when 
those alterations were made and in such circumstances, 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer that the charges framed 
against the Petitioner were proved is false. It is further 
argued on behalf of the Petitioner that on 18-11-95 in 
cash-in-and-out register, there is no correction because 
the said document was in safe which was under joint 
custody. But on the other hand, the corrections were made 
by the Branch Manager in the day book and that too in 
the figure only and not in words. Therefore, it is clear 
that the Branch Manager namely Mr. K. Kanagaraj has 
made these alterations in various records pertaining to 
18-11-1995'except the cash-in-and-out register, since it 
was placed in safe and since the Branch Manager cannot 
open the safe without the key from the Petitioner and 
therefore, it is established that there was no alteration on 
18-1 -95 and therefore, the question of verification of any 
alteration by the Petitioner on 18-11-95 would not arise. 
On the contrary, the Enquiry Officer has come to the 
conclusion that the Petitioner has not verified the registers 
at the time of placing the cash in safe and thus his 
negligence proved beyond doubt, but from the 
circumstances, it is clear that the alterations were made 
by Branch Manager Mr. K. Kanagaraj after placing the 
cash in the safe as per the figures mentioned in cash-in- 
and-out register unaltered cash balance as mentioned in 
cash scroll. Therefore, the allegations made by the 
management has not been proved and the findings given 
by the Enquiry Officer is only perverse. Further, it is 
argued on behalf of the Petitioner that from the evidence 
given by the management, the Enquiry Officer has come 
to a conclusion that even for argument sake that 
alterations were made on 20-11-95. i.e. on the next 
working day. the Petitioner failed to verify the same on 
the date of 20-11-95 and therefore, the negligence against 
the Petitioner has been proved, but this finding is illegal 
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and contrary to their own charge memo, because in the 
charge itself it is specifically mentioned that alteration 
was made on 18-11-95 and therefore, without amending 
the charge they cannot adduce evidence with regard to 
their allegations, the finding is perverse and it is also 
established their official bias and closed mind to punish 
the Petitioner. 

8. As against this, the learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that from documents Ex. Mil to 
Ml5 it is clearly proved that though one of the joint 
custodians Sri K. Kanagaraj has made corrections and 
even assuming for argument sake that all the alterations 
were done by the joint custodian Sri K. Kanagaraj after 
the safe is closed on 18-11-95 and after the Petitioner 
left home after office work since the closing balance of 
the previous day is the base to arrive at closing balance 
of subsequent day. since 18-11-95 accounts and 20-11-95 
accounts are in the same page of main day book and as 
the alterations are very much visible to naked eye in the 
cash scroll in the same page, it cannot be said that the 
Petitioner has not seen the corrections on the next working 
day i.e. 20-11-95 and it cannot also escape from the 
attention of the Petitioner and he would have easily 
referred the matter to the then Manager of other joint 
custodian. From this it is clear that the Petitioner as a 
joint custodian has not usually verified the same and it is 
a clear negligence on his part and therefore, it cannot be 
said that the findings given by the Enquiry Officer and 
the Disciplinary Authority are perverse and illegal. 

9. Again, on behalf of the Petitioner it is contended 
that when the Petitioner asked copy of the documents 
dated 20-11-95 it was refused by the Disciplinary 
Authority on the ground that they are not relevant for 
the purpose of the charge and it is also clearly stated that 
documents pertaining to 18-11-95 will be alone given to 
the concerned employee. On the other hand, without 
making any allegation, the Enquiry Officer has permitted 
the Presenting Officer to mark the documents pertaining 
to 20-11-95 and copy of which was not given to the 
Petitioner before the enquiry. Even the Petitioner has 
objected with regard to marking of such document, which 
is against the principles of natural justice and the 
Petitioner is deprived of his opportunity to put forth his 
case with regard to production of documents which was 
produced at the time of evidence and this ground alone 
will establish that entire disciplinary action and dismissal 
order is false. It is further argued on behalf of the 
Petitioner that even assuming for argument sake that 
reduced cash balahce is shown in cash scroll for 
20-11-95 and were made by joint custodian, even in this 
case, there is no evidence to show that alterations in the 
scroll was made on 20-11-95 itself and further it is argued 
that when there is no correction in cash scroll for 
20-11-95 on the same day, the Petitioner need not 
entertain any doubt over the same and the findings given 


by the Enquiry Officer as if alterations were made on or 
before 20-11-95 for which there is no basis and he has 
assumed or presumed certain things when there is no 
evidence. 

10. As against this, the learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that though the charge alleged that 
on 18-11-95 corrections were made, the person who has 
corrected the entries was not before the enquiry and the 
Petitioner was punished and dismissed from service and 
only from records, the Respondent/Management has to 
establish this fact, even assuming for argument sake that 
entries were corrected subsequent to the Petitioner left 
the office, it must have been made before 20-11-95 and 
further the entries of 18-11-95 and 20-11-95 are on the 
same page and therefore, as a joint custodian of the money 
and other securities, the Petitioner must have come to 
the knowledge about the corrections in the same page 
and he must have enquired about the same with the other 
joint custodian, on the other hand, he has not made any 
enquiry about the corrections and this clearly establish 
the negligence on the part of the Petitioner. Further the 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that though 
it is alleged by the Petitioner that he was not furnished 
with certain documents pertaining to 20-11-95, it will 
not vitiate the entire enquiry as alleged by the Petitioner. 
Even in the case reported in 2002 3 LLJ 1082 Debotosh 
Pal Choudhary Vs. Punjab and National Bank and others 
the Supreme Court has held that ” mere infraction of 
Regulation 6(5) of Bank’s Regulations, 1977 would not 
vitiate the entire enquiry, if the aggrieved party could 
not make out a case of prejudice or injustice ”, Further, 
in 1996 3 SCC 364 State Bank of Patiala and others Vs. 
S. K. Sharma the Supreme Court has held that ” violation 
of any and every procedural provision cannot be said to 
automatically vitiate the enquiry held or order passed, 
except the cases falling under 'no notice ‘no 
opportunity’ and ‘no hearing’ categories. The complaint 
of violation ofprocedural provision should be examined 

from the point of view ofprejudice . In the case of 

procedural provision which is not of a mandatory 
character, the complaint of violation has to be examined 
from the standpoint pf substantial compliance. Be that 
as it may, the order passed in violation ofsuch a provision 
can be set aside only where such violation has occasioned 
prejudice to the delinquent employee. " Placing reliance 
on these decisions, the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that in this case though the Petitioner alleged 
that documents pertaining to 20-11-95 were not given to 
him before and his request was rejected by the 
Disciplinary Authority, when the documents were 
produced at the time of enquiry, in what way his interest 
was affected or prejudiced has not been stated by the 
Petitioner and in this case at the time of enquiry, he was 
permitted to peruse the records and under such 
circumstances it cannot be said that merely because the 



4224 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA •APRIL 23, 2005/VAISAKHA 3, 1927 


documents pertaining to 20-11-95 were not given to him, 
the enquiry is vitiated. 

11. I find much force in the contention of the 
learned counsel for the Respondent because the Petitioner 
has not established in what way his interest was 
prejudiced by not furnishing the copy of documents prior 
to the date of enquiry. Further, it is clearly established 
that there is correction in the entries dated 18-11-95 and 
he has been permitted to peruse the documents before 
the documents were marked and in such circumstances, 

I find on this ground, it cannot be said that the enquiry is 
v itiated. Further I find as the counsel for the Respondent 
pointed out that even assuming that the entries were 
corrected subsequent to 18-11-95 since the closing cash 
balance of the previous day is the base to arrive at 
subsequent day i.e. 20-11-95. the alterations and 
corrections in the cash scroll, main day book are very 
visible to the naked eye and both days cash scroll was 
maintained in the same page i.e. 18-11-95 and 20-11-95. 
since 19-11-95 was a holiday. I think, the corrections 
could not be escaped from the attention of the Petitioner 
and under such circumstances, it is only the negligence 
on the part of the Petitioner and that he has not seen the 
corrcctions/allcrations in the books of accounts and 
therefore. 1 find there is no point in the contention of the 
learned counsel for the Petitioner that there was no 
negligence on the part of the Petitioner in the corrections 
made by the other joint custodian Mr. K. Kanagaraj. 

12. Again, with regard to third and fourth 
allegations namely the Petitioner did not verify and 
authenticate the entries in the cash-in-and-out register 
from 28-12-95 to 5-1-96 and did not ensure maintenance 
of cash-in-and-out register on and after 25-4-96. it is 
contended that though the Manager has to maintain the 
cash scroll separately than that of the cashier, in this case, 
the other joint custodian namely the then Branch 
Manager, who acted as cashier in one-man branch has 
not maintained cash in-and-out register and he has 
performed the duties of cashier for administrative 
convenience. Since the Petitioner was a subordinate under 
the Branch Manager, he has not questioned the actions 
of the Manager and the Branch Manager himself 
dispensed with maintenance of cash-in-and-out register 
for a very long time and it was not questioned or objected 
by the Central Office/Regional Office/Zonal Office of 
Respondent/Bank or officers during their audit and 
inspection and therefore, the Petitioner was under 
bonafide impression that it was done with the concurrence 
and know ledge of the Central Office and in fact, the 
Branch Manager Sri K. Kanagaraj was a relative to the 
Director of the Respondent/Bank and therefore, no one 
would be dare lo make complaint against him and under 
such circumstances the Petitioner has not questioned the 
action of the Branch Manager and for this, the Petitioner 
cannot be held responsible either for dispensation and 
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maintenance of cash-in-and-out register or not making 
entries therein. It is further contended on behalf of the 
Petitioner that even though it is alleged that the Petitioner 
has not signed cash-in-and-out register, these allegations 
were not made during the relevant time and these 
allegations were made only long after the frauds 
committed by Branch Manager were found out and 
therefore, the Petitioner cannot be called upon after a 
long lapse of time for the action of dispensation of 
maintenance of cash-in-and-out register of the then 
Manager. It is his further contention that it was not stated 
by the Respondent/Management that there was any real 
loss or prejudice to the Respondent/Bank by the action 
of the Petitioner and therefore, mere lapse without any 
loss cannot be termed as negligence and that too when 
the decision making powers was with the erstwhile 
powerful Branch Manager and therefore, the Petitioner 
cannot be blamed for the action of the Manager. 

13. But. as against this the learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that though it is not proved that 
by this negligence no loss or prejudice was caused to the 
Respondent/Bank, yet it is negligence on the part of the 
Petitioner as a joint custodian. It cannot be said that 
merely because he was a clerk and he was a subordinate 
under the Manager, he cannot question the action of the 
Manager. In a branch, where there is only one officer, 
the clerk in charge of cash section and who is getting 
special allowance for handling cash will be the joint 
custodian and system of the bank is whenever there is 
any loss or shortage, found in operation of safe vault/ 
strong room irrespective of the reason for the same, both 
the custodian are liable to make good the loss or 
answerable to the same and no one who acts as joint 
custodian can avoid the liability' for the loss or shortage 
by wav of any explanation or justification for his conduct 
or by referring supervening circumstances. In this case, 
though there is no loss or prejudice caused to the bank by 
the omission it clearly proves the misconduct of 
negligence on the part of the Petitioner that he was not 
vigil in his duties. 

14.1 fully agree with the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. In this case, it is not alleged 
that by mere omission of the Petitioner’s action, there is 
no loss or prejudice caused to the bank. It is clearly 
established that the Petitioner was negligent on his part 
and he has allowed the Branch Manager Sri K. Kanagaraj 
to act on his own way and thus, allowed the Branch 
Manager to commit fraud on the Respondent/Bank. 

15. The next allegation against the Petitioner is 
that he did not verify the closing balance on 25-3-97 while 
actual closing balance was Rs. 1.07.247.25 as per main 
day book where as in the cash denomination book it is 
mentioned that closing cash balance was Rs. 6.07.247.25 
and therefore, it is clearly established that the negligence 
was on the part of the Petitioner. 
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16. For this, the learned counsel for the Petitioner 
contended that admittedly Ex. M19 (ME 10 marked 
before domestic enquiry) was a burnt piece of paper and 
did not bear the date, name of the branch and other details 
and no one can say that it is related to the Respondent/ 
Bank at Karur's cash denomination book. Even when 
the Petitioner and his representative objected for marking 
of this document, the Enquiry Officer over ruled the 
objection and marked the document. Further, even the 
management witness has not stated how he has come to 
the conclusion that it related to 25-3-97 and under such 
circumstances, basing on this document, the Respondent/ 
Management cannot come to a conclusion that it relates 
to 25-3-97 and that the Petitioner was negligent, hence 
the finding is perverse, biased and unsustainable. 

17. But. as against this, the learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that the Enquiry Officer has clearly 
stated that even though the portion of this document has 
been burnt, original Ex. M19 was produced before him 
for verification and it was in tact with its original binding. 
Though the part of Ex. M19 was burnt partially, it was 
in chronological order and therefore he has no doubt that 
it relates to 25-3-97. Under such circumstances, merely 
because a portion of this document was burnt, it cannot 
be said that the entries were not made or corrections were 
not made in that document and therefore, the findings of 
the Enquiry Officer is well founded and it cannot be said 
that it was perverse. 

18. Here again. I find much force in the contention 
of the learned counsel for the Respondent, since the 
Enquiry Officer has seen the entire document which 
contains Ex. M19 and found that it was in tact and only 
a portion of the document was burnt and under such 
circumstapces. the allegation made by the learned counsel 
for the Petitioner is not based on any material. Under 
such circumstances. I find this charge was also proved 
against the Petitioner. 

19. The last allegation in the first charge sheet is 
though the Petitioner was a joint custodian, he has not 
verified the DD issue register and with regard to the draft 
leaves in DD book and due to his negligence, the other 
joint custodian Sri Kanagaraj has fraudulently issued five 
drafts to a total amount of Rs. 31.05 lakhs without receipt 
of cash and thus, he has permitted the other joint 
custodian to have free access to DD book and to defraud 
the Respondent/Bank to a sum of Rs. 31.05 lakhs. 

20. For this, the learned counsel for the Petitioner 
contended that the Petitioner is the joint custodian only 
for cash, number of jewel bags and number of books 
including DD book and he is not responsible for number 
and qiintitv of jewel in the respective jewel bags and also 
number of DD leaves in each book. It is also established 
in the enquiry that there is no direction or circular 
regarding maintenance of any register or account as to 


the number of used and unused DD leaves and in such 
circumstances the charge framed against the Petitioner 
is not valid and the finding given by the Enquiry Officer 
that the charges framed against the Petitioner has been 
proved is without any basis. It is further argued on behalf 
of the Petitioner that only after this incident, the 
Respondent/Bank has issued a circular that joint 
custodian should verify the used and unused leaves in 
DDbook. This establishes that till the issuance of circular, 
it cannot be said that the Petitioner was guilty of charges. 
Therefore, the allegations of negligence or act prejudicial 
to the interest of the bank cannot be said to be proved. 

• 

21. But, as against this, the learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that even: joint custodian should 
exercise constant vigil in the matter of operating safe . 
vault/strong room both at the time of withdrawing or 
depositing cash in or from the safe vault/strong room. So 
also in the matter of handling bank’s security instruments, 
the joint custodian should satisfy himself that at the time 
of taking out a new instrument for use. the previous 
instruments as serially numbered were properly and 
correctly utilised and accounted for and any failure in 
adherence to the above procedure will be an act of gross 
negligence on the part of one or both the joint custodians 
and under such circumstances the misconduct which led 
to the termination of the Petitioner should be viewed in 
the aforesaid context. He further argued that Enquiry' 
Officer has clearly stated that Ex. M32 reflects (namely 
the certificate given by joint custodian) the drafts etc. in 
book forms and also in unused leaves form and the 
allegation that joint custodian certified only with regard 
to books and not leaves is absurd. Under such 
circumstances, it is clearly established before the domestic 
enquiry that due to the Petitioner’s negligence the other 
joint custodian namely Sri K. Kanagaraj Branch Manager 
has committed fraud on the bank to the tune of Rs. 3,1.05 
lakhs. Under such circumstances, it should be found that 
punishment given to the Petitioner by the Respondent/ 
Management is fair and justifiable. 

22. Though I find some force in the contention of 
the learned counsel for the Respondent, it is clearly 
established by the Petitioner that no circular was issued 
before the incident that joint custodian should verify the 
used and unused leaves of DD book before placing it in 
the safe, hence it cannot- be blamed that the Petitioner 
has not verified the correctness of the used leaves of the 
DD book and therefore, I find that the charge framed 
against the Petitioner in this regard has not been 
established in the domestic enquiry and therefore, the 
findings given by the Enquiry Officer is not correct. 

23. Then the learned counsel for the Petitioner 
contended that since the management was of the opinion 
that the allegations in first charge cannot be established 
before the domestic enquiry and that the Petitioner was 
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under suspension, they had issued another Charge Sheet 
containing three allegations and the first allegation in 
the 2nd charge sheet is that the Petitioner has pledged 
his jewel in the name of one Mr. Murugan with an 
intention to avail loan under concessional rate of interest 
for himself and thus deriving undue pecuniary benefits 
at the cost of the bank and acted prejudicial to the interest 
of the bank. He further contended that there is no proof 
that the Petitioner has pledged his own jewels through 
Mr. Murugan even though Mr. Murugan was examined 
before domestic enquiry, no documentary or substantial 
evidence was produced before the domestic enquiry that 
the jewels belonged to the Petitioner. Under no stretch of 
imagination it can be said that the Petitioner has availed 
the loan on concessional rate of interest through 
Mr. Murugan. It is further contended that though it is 
alleged that the interest for the said jewel loan was at 
concessional rate, no document was produced either 
before the domestic enquiry or before this Tribunal and 
under such circumstances there is no basis for the said 
charge. Under such circumstances, it cannot be said that 
the charge has been established before the domestic 
enquiry'. He further contended that though the said 
Mr, Murugan was examined in domestic enquiry and he 
has stated that jewels belonged to the Petitioner, it is 
admitted that he was an ex-employee of the bank and 
further he has availed loan during the enquiry from the 
Respondent/Bank. Under such circumstances, only to give 
a false evidence, the subsequent loan was given to 
Mr. Murugan and he has obliged to give a false evidence 
against the Petitioner. It is further contended on behalf 
of the Petitioner that though the Branch Manager was 
examined in the domestic enquiry and he has stated that 
the Petitioner was present at the time when the Manager 
refused to renew the jewel loan, no independent witness 
was examined to substantiate this claim except the 
evidence of the Manager and Mr. Murugan. No other 
independent w itness or documentary' evidence was shown 
that jewels pledged by the said Mr. Murugan was belonged 
to the Petitioner and therefore, it cannot be said that the 
jewel belonged lo the Petitioner and he has availed the 
concessional rate of interest. Though the Respondent 
alleged that the Petitioner has brought Mr. Murugan on 
14-7-96 and requested the Branch Manager to renew the 
loan, no independent substantial evidence is available to 
support this allegation and these allegations were made 
only to victimise the Petitioner for the reasons best known 
to them. 

24. But. as against this, the learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that Sri C. Murugan and the 
Manager has clearly established before the domestic 
enquiry that it is who the Petitioner has pledged the jewel 
through Sri C. Murugan and he has availed the jewel 
loan at concessional rate of interest which is provided 
only to agriculturists and it is also proved before the 


domestic enquiry' that jew'els belonged the Petitioner. 
Though the Petitioner alleged that jewels belonged to 
only Mr. Murugan. even at the time of discharge of loan, 
he was present and jewels were handed o' er to the 
Petitioner by the (hen Manager. Under such 
circumstances, the contention of the Petitioner was raised 
only as an afterthought and only for the purpose of this 
case. 

25. But I find, as pointed out by the learned counsel 
for the Petitioner, no documentary proof was produced 
either before the domestic enquiry or before this Tribunal 
that the alleged jewels belonged to the Petitioner. Further, 
though the Respondent contended that even at the time 
of discharge, the Petitioner w as present and he has taken 
jewels there is only oral evidence of the Manager of the 
bank and also Mr. Murugan. In this case, the said 
Murugan obtained loan on instalment basis during the 
time of enquiry'. Under such circumstanes. I find only 
with the oral evidenes given by the said Mr. C. Murugan 
and also the Manager, it cannot be said that the jew els 
belonged to the Petitioner and the Petitioner has availed 
jewel loan at the concessional rate of interest. As pointed 
out by the cousel for the Petitioner, it w as not established 
before this Tribunal that the loan given to Mr. C. Murugan 
was at concessional rate, therefore. I find this charge was 
not proved and the findings given by the Enquiry Officer 
in this regard is not valid. 

26. The counsel for the Petitioner further contended 
that with regard to other allegations in the second charge 
sheet namely the Petitioner has availed the loan of 
Rs. 15,000 on 17-4-1993 from Bank of India. Nallampatti 
branch against NSC and failed to repay the instalments 
and also the Petitioner has joined as a member of chit 
conducted by Sri Sakthi Finance. Erode on 5-4-97 for 
the chit amount of Rs. 1.00.000 and not remitted the 
instalments, these alleged acts of the Petitioner are private 
affairs and the Respondent/Bank has not established 
under what provision of Bipartite Settlement the 
Petitioner’s action was prer ented by them. Though they 
alleged that these acts affected the bank's image and it 
was prejudicial to the interest of the bank, in what way it 
will affect the image of bank and prejudiced the interest 
of the bank has not been established. Further, though the 
Petitioner has availed the loan in Nallampatti. Bank of 
India branch, it w'as only on the pledge of NSC w hich is 
a secured debt and under no stretch of imagination, it 
can be said that the loan under a secured debt w ill affect 
the bank’s image and prejudiced the bank's interest. Even 
if the Petitioner has not paid the instalments, there is 
security and the Bank of India can proceed on the security 
made by the Petitioner and thereafter, it cannot be said 
that it was affected the image of the Rcspondenl/Bank. 
Further, it is contended that though it is alleged that the 
Petitioner has joined as member in chit transaction and 
taken chit amount and has not remitted the instalment 
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amounts of chit and though it is further alleged that 
finance company has issued lawyer’s notice to the 
Petitioner and also filed criminal complaint against him 
which is prejudiced the interest of the bank, merely 
because Sri Sakthi Finance has written letters, it cannot 
be said that the image of the Respondent/Bank has 
affected. Since these are personal in nature, it cannot be 
said that it is a misconduct on the part of the Petitioner. 
He further relied on the rulings reported in 1984 1 LLJ 
16 Glaxo Laboratories India Ltd. Vs. Labour Court, 
Meerut and others and argued that the Supreme Court 
has held in the above cited case that “ keeping in view the 
larger objective sought to be achieved by prescribing 
conditions of employment in certified standing orders, 
the only construction that can be put of Clause 10 is that 
the various acts of misconduct therein set out would be 
misconduct for the purpose of standing orders 22 
punishable, standing orders 23, if committed within the 
premises of the establishment or in the vicinity thereof. 
What constitutes establishment or its vicinity would 
depend on the facts and circumstances of each case. It 
cannot be left to the wagaries of the management to say 
expost facto that some acts of omission or commission 
nowhere found to be enumerated in the relevant standing 
order is nonetheless a misconduct not strictly falling 
within the enumerated misconduct in the relevant 
standing order but yet a misconduct for the purpose of 
imposing a penasltv. ” He further argued that the Supreme 
Court has held that “if the power to regulate the beha\>iour 
of the workmen outside the duty hours and at any place 
wherever they may be was conferred upon the employer, 
contract of service may be reduced to contract of 
slavery. " He argued that in this case, the actions of the 
Petitioner are outside the banking business of the 
Respondent/Bank and it was not shown before this 
Tribunal that under which specific provision he is 
prevented from availing loans from outside and under 
no stretch of imagination, it can be said that this action 
and behaviour of the Petitioner after the duty hours and 
outside the premises of the bank amounts to misconduct. 
No doubt, to enable the employer to possibly carry on his 
industrial activities, the I. D. Act confers power on them 
to prescribe conditions of service and also enumerating 
the acts of misconduct. But, in this case, it is not proved 
or estblished that such acts of the employee amount to 
misconduct and therefore, the action of the Petitioner in 
availing loan outside the bank cannot be said prejudicial 
to the interest of the bank and affecting the image of the 
Respondent/Bank. 

27. But. as against this, the learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that Respondent/Bank pays its 
employees handsome remuneration besides providing 
excellent service conditions. In order to ensure that 
employees do not resort to external borrowings and 
thereby get into a debt trap, bank gives house building 


loan, vehicle loan, consumer credit loan, jewel loan, 
instalment loan etc. and also against securities and further 
all these loan racilities are granted at a concessional rate 
of interest Employees can also take advances from their 
contribution in the Provident Fund and these loan 
facilities are provided solely with a view to prevent the 
employees from taking recourse to external borrowings. 
It is the view of the Respondent/Bank that a highly 
indebted employee who is unable to pay the same from 
his salary is likely to develop a tendency to indulge in 
malpractice or manipulations in bank’s transaction giving 
them an opportunity to secure the benefit of cash and 
extensive indebtedness is treated as a grave misconduct 
warranting drastic punishment. As such the borrowings 
proved against the Petitioner establish that he has 
indebted to several persons and this extensive 
indebtedness es to be treated as a grave misconduct and 
as such the action taken by the Respondent/Management 
is justified and it cannot be blamed. 

28. Though, I find some force in the contention of 
the learned counsel for the Respondent, I find there is no 
specific rule or clause in the Bipartite Settlement which 
prevents external borrowings of the employees of the bank 
and which amounts to misconduct. I can understand that 
management can take action against an employee, if he 
borrowed money' from outsiders without obtaining any 
permission or sanction from the higher authorities. But, 
in this case, no action was taken against the Petitioner in 
this regard. Since there is no specific rule or clause in 
Bipartite Settlement, therefore, I cannot come to a 
conclusion that borrowings from outsiders will a mount 
to a grave misconduct. As such. I find the three allegations 
levelled in the second set of charge were not proved with 
any proof. Under such circumstances, I can come to a 
conclusion that only the charges namely the Petitioner 
has failed to verify cash denomination book and also cash- 
in-and-out register dated 18-11 -95 and also not verifying 
and authenticating the entries in cash-in-and-out register 
from 28-12-95 to 5-1-96 and also not maintaining cash- 
in-and-out register from 25-4-96 and also did not verify 
the closing cash balance on 25-3-97 have been proved. 

29. The next point to be decided in this case is :— 

“Whether the punishment given by the Respondent/ 

Management in dismissing the Petitioner from 

service is just and proper in the facts and 

circumstances of the case ?" 

30. The learned counsel for the Petitioner contended 
that in any event dismissing the Petitioner for the alleged 
charges is shockingly disproportionate and totally 
excessive and it also amounts to legal victimisation. 
Further, it is not the case of the Respondent/Management 
that the Petitioner was involved in the fraud committed 
by the then Branch Manager Mr. Kanagaraj. It is also 
not the case of the Respondent that the Petitioner was 
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benefited from the defraud amount of Mr. Kanakaraj, the 
then Manager. Under such circumstances, it cannot be 
said that the punishment of dismissal for the alleged acts 
of negligence is just, on the other hand, it is shockingly 
disproportionate and excessive. He further relied on the 
rulings reported in 1998 3 SCC 192 Colour Chem Ltd. 
Vs. .4. L. Alaspurkar and others wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that "having regard to the nature of the 
misconduct, even assuming it to he a major misconduct 
and the past service records of Respondents held, 
punishment of dismissal was shockingly dispmportionate 
or was such as no reasonable employer would ever impose 
it in the like circumstances and it would amount to unfair 
labour practice of legal victimization under item 1(a) of 
Industrial Disputes Act”. Further, it held that the term 
victimisation is neither defined in the present Act nor in 
the Bombay Industrial Relations Act, nor in the Industrial 
Disputes Act. Therefore it has to be given general 

dictionary meaning .” In that case, while dealing 

with the case of the workers, who are plant operators, 
and on the night between 5-5-82 and 6-5-82 when they 
were on duty in night shift, at about 3.30 a.m. when the 
plant-incharge one Mr. Chandrahasan made a surprise 
visit, he found the plant operators and ten mazdoors as 
well as the shift supervisor were, found sleeping in the 
cabin, though the machine was kept working. For the 
misconduct, the domestic enquiry' held after charge sheet, 
both the plant operators by an order dated 4-6-83 were 
dismissed from serv ice. In that the Supreme Court has 
held that "by imposing such gross disproportionate 
punishment on the plant operators, the mamangement 
had tried to kill a fly with a sledge hammer. Consequently 
it must be held that the appellant was guilty of unfair 
labour practice and such act was squarely covered by 
clause (a) of item I of Schedule IV of the Act being lege / 
victimization. ’’ Relying on the decision, the counsel for 
the Petitioner contended that though the Respondent 
alleged that there was negligence on the part of the 
Petitioner, the actual fraud was committed by the then 
Manager of the Respondent/Bank namely Mr. K. 
Kanagaraj. w ho w as responsible for all the misdeeds and 
since the Petitioner was a subordinate under him, he 
cannot question the acts of the Manager. Under such 
circumstances, the punishment of dismissal given by the 
Respondent/Management is shockingly disproportionate 
and excessive. 

31. But. as against this, the learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that even in AIR 1973 SC 427 
Wrokmen of Firestone Tyres & Rubber Co. of India Pvt. 
Ltd. Vs. Management and Others wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that though the Tribunal has got powers 
under section IIA, once the misconduct is proved either 
in the enquiry conductedhv an employer or bv evidence 
placed before a Tribunal for the first time, punishment 
imposed cannot be interfered with by the Tribunal except 


in cases where the punishment is so harsh as to suggest 
victimisation. ” In this case, the Petitioner was a joint 
custodian and the other joint custodian has committed 
fraud and under such circumstances it cannot be said the 
one of the joint custodians is not liable for the fraud 
committed by the other joint custodian. In this case, the 
misconduct of negligence is proved in the domestic 
enquiry' and therefore, the punishment of dismissal 
imposed cannot be said as harsh and under such 
circumstances it cannot be interfered with by this 
Tribunal. It is also argued that thouth it is alleged with 
regard to victimisation, there is no proof to show this 
contention and as such the Tribunal has to consider that 
punishment imposed by the Respondent/Management is 
fair and proper in the facts and circumstances of this 
case. 

32. Though I find some force in the contention of 
the learned counsel for the Respondent, it is not alleged 
by the Respondent that the Petitioner has involved in the 
fraud committed by the then Manager of the Respondent/ 
Bank Mr. Kanagaraj. It is alleged that the Petitioner 
namely the joint custodian has not acted diligently, which 
purported the fraud to be committed by the then Manager 
Mr. Kanagaraj. Under such circumstances, I find the 
punishment of dismissal imposed by the Respondent/ 
Management in this case is so harsh as to suggest it is a 
legal victimisation. 

33. Under such circmstances, the next point for my 
consideration is what is the punishment to be imposed 
on the Petitioner ? 

34. In this case, no doubt the Petitioner has not 
involved in the fraud committed by the then Manager 
Sri K. Kanagaraj. But on the other hand, he was negligent 
in his duties and therefore, the misconduct was committed 
by the Petitioner namely in not verifying and 
authenticating the entries in cash-in-and-out register and 
also not verifying the cash denomination book on the 
relevant date. Therefore. I find imposing a punishment 
of stoppage of annual increment for three years with 
cumulative effect on the Petitioner would be appropriate 
in the facts and circumstances of the case. Further. I find 
in such circumstances, the Petitioner is not entitled to 
back wages till the period of reinstatement in serv ice. In 
addition, the Respondent/Management is entitled to issue 
written warning to the Petitioner, when he is reinstated 
in service, not to repeat such negligence in duty in future. 
Therefore. I find it would be sufficient in the facts and 
circumstances of the case and it will operate as suitable 
corrective for the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this point 
in favour of the Petitioner. Ordered accordingly. 

Point No. 2 :— 

35. The next point to be decided in this case is to 
what relief the Petitioner is entitled ? 
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36. In view of my above findings, I find a direction 
is to be given to reinstate the Petitioner in service with 
continuity of service and other attendant benefits but 
without any back wages. However, I find, imposing a 
punishment of stoppage of annual increments for three 
years with cumulative effect on the Petitioner would be 
appropriate in the facts and circumstances of the case. 
Further, I find in such circumstances, the Petitioner is 
not entitled to back wages till the period of reinstatement 
in service. In addition, the Respondent/Management is 
entitled to issue written warning to the Petitioner, when 
he is reinstated in service, not to repeat such negligence 
in duty in future. Ordered accordingly. No Costs. 

37. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on 
this day the 9th February, 2005). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined : 

On either side : None 

Documents Marked :— 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

W1 

18-11-95 

Extract of main day book 

W2 

20-11-95 

Extract of cash denomination 
book of Respondent 

W3 

26-03-97 

Xerox copy of the main day book 

W4 

29-03 T 97 

Xerox copy of the main day book 

W5 

31-03-97 

Xerox copy of the main day book 

W6 

03-09-97 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner to Asstt. .General 
Manager requesting for 
documents. 

W7 

10-09-97 

Xero.v.copy of the letter from 
Disciplinary Authority 

W8 

12-09-97 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Pethampalayam branch 

W9 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the written 
arguments filed by Presenting 
Officer 

W10 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the written 
arguments filed by Defence 
representative 

wii 

14-03-98 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Enquiry Officer to Defence 
representative 

VV12 

16-03-98 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
defence representative To 
Enquiry Officer 


W13 

20-03-98 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
defence, representative to 
Disciplinary Authority' 

W14 

24-03-98 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Disciplinary Authority to 
Defence representative 

W15 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the reply given to 
findings of Enquiry Officer 

W16 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner to Appellate Authority 

W17 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the written 
arguments of defence 

Representative with respect to 
charge memo 

W18 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the reply given by 
‘defence representative For 
enquiry findings. 

W19 

Nil. 

Xerox copy of the merit 
certificate issued to Petitioner 

W20 

23-05-97 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Mr. Kanakaraj to Respondent/ 
Management 

W21 

23-05-97 

Xerox copy of the FIR No. 
392/97 filed in Perunthurai 
Police Station. 

W22 

15-10-99 

Xerox copy of the charge sheet 
filed in CC No. 290/99. 

For the II Party/Management:— 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ml 

18-08-97 

Xerox copy of the charge sheet 
issued to Petitioner 

M2 

18-09-97 

Xerox copy of the reply given by 
Petitioner 

M3 

24-09-97 

Xerox copy of the order of 
Disciplinary Authority for 
Enquiry 

M4 

22-11-97 

Xerox copy of the notice issued 
by Enquiry Officer 

M5 

05-12-97 

Xerox copy of the enquiry 
proceedings 

M6 

11-02-98 

Xerox copy of the enquiry 
proceedings 

M7 

16-03-98 

Xerox copy of the enquiry 
proceedings 

M8 

26-03-98 

Xerox copy of the enquiry 
proceedings 
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M9 

16-04-98 

Xerox copy of the enquiry 
proceedings 

M10 

18-11-95 

Xerox copy of the cash 
denomination book 

Mil 

18-11-95 

Xerox copy of the cash scroll 

M12 

18-11-95 

Xerox copy of the subsidiary day 
book 

Ml 3 

18-11-95 

Xerox copy of the ledger extract 
of SB A/c. 845 

M14 

18-11-95 

Xerox cop} of the withdrawal slip 
No. 782172 

Ml 5 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the pages of cash-’ 
in-and-out register 

M16 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the A to F cash 
denomination book pages 

M17 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the main day book 

Ml 8 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the subsidiary day 
book 

Ml 9 

25-03-97 

Xerox copy of the cash 
denomination book 

M20 

11-12-96 

Xerox copy of the draft issued 
advice No. 638614 

M2 1 

11-12-96 

Xerox cop> of the draft issued 
advice No. 638613 

M22 

11-12-96 

Xerox copy of the main day book 

M2 3 

11-12-96 

Xerox cop} of the daily statement 
of general a/c 

M24 

11-12-96 

Xerox copy of the general 
account schedule No. 1 

M25 

11-12-96 

Xerox copy of the draft issue 
register 

M26 

11-12-96 

Xerox copy of the draft issue 
advice 

M2 7 

11-12-96 

Xerox cop} of the credit advice 

M2 8 

11-12-96 

Xerox copy of the draft 
application for DD 

M2 9 

11-12-96 

Xerox copy of the paid DD 

M3 0 

H-12-96 

Xerox cop} of the paid DDs 

M3 1 

11-12-96 

Xerox cop} of the paid DDs 

M3 2 

Dec.'96 

Xerox copy of the joint custodian 
certificate 

M3 3 

05-06-97 

Xerox cop} of the investigation 
report 


M3 4 

01-09-90 

Xerox copy of the Central Office 
circular 

M3 5 

30-11-98 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Respondent enclosing Findings 
of Enquiry Officer 

M3 6 

27-10-99 

Xerox copy of the show cause 
notice proposing punishment 

M3 7 

07-12-99 

Xerox copy of the final order 
issued to Petitioner 

M3 8 

18-01-00 

Xerox copy of the appeal 
preferred by Petitioner 

M3 9 

27-04-00 

Xerox copy of the order of 
Appellate Authority 

M4Q 

24-11-98 

Xerox copy of the 2nd charge 
sheet issued to Petitioner 

M41 

30-12-98 

Xerox copy of the order of 
Disciplianry Authority for 
Enquiry 

M42 

07-01-99 

Xerox copy of the enquiry notice 

M43 

18-01-99 

Xerox copy of the enquiry 
proceedings 

M44 

29-01-99 

Xerox copy of the enquiry 
proceedings 

M45 

11-02-99 

Xerox copy of the enquiry 
proceedings 

M46 

16-03-99 

Xerox copy of the enquiry- 
proceedings 

M47 

02-11-98 

Xerox copy of the investigation 
report 

M48 

27-07-98 

Xerox copy of the written 
statement given by Murugan 

M49 

27-07-98 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Manager. Bank of India 

M50 

14-07-98 

Xerox copy of the withdrawal slip 
forRs. 10.300 

M51 . 

14-07-98 

Xerox copy of the credit slip for 
Rs. 7500 

M52 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the jewel loan 
ledger pertaining to A/c. 423/96 

M53 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the extract of SB 
ledger A/c. No. 359 

M54 

27-07-98 

Xerox copy of the complaint 
letter of Sakthi Finance 

M55 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the written 
statement of Tamilselvan. 
Manager of Responsent/Bank 

M56 

06-11-97 

Xerox copy of the letter of 
Manager. Bank of India. 
Nallampatti 

M57 

18-08-97 

Xerox copy of the memo issue to 
Petitioner 
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M58 

04-10-97 

Xerox copy of the reply to memo 
submitted by Petitioner 

M59 

14-01-99 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Sakthi Finance to Respondent/ 
Bank 

M60 

10-06-99 

Xerox copy of the letter of 
Disciplinary Authority to 
Petitioner enclosing findings of 
Enquiry Officer 

M61 

29-10-99 

Xerox copy of the show cause 
notice proposing the Punishment 
issued to Petitioner 

M62 

07-12-99 

Xerox copy of the final order 


issued to Petitioner 
fevft, 31 HT^, 2005 

■g>T. 31T. 1563.—sflsllf'l'*) 1947 (1947 

^5T14) Hti HR! 17 %STgHTPT*R3>TC15FFfcfHFT% 
TTHHcfa %Piq'i'Jiefil* 3lU 3'i^,<4>4=hl<f %3FJ^H 
PiR^i “if view*. ■ai'ltilPich 

-hi^ict 4 ! «bicju % HWl<i (H^H 77/2001) 

^Mfli %, ^5fr HT^iTT ^5t 31 -3-05 ^1 MM T[31T HI I 

[H. 13yt-40012/125/2001-3n£ 3TK. ("gt. -*£.)] 
TFT HHT, 3lf^cnl'0 
New Delhi, the 31st March, 2005 

S.O. 1563. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
77/2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court. Bangalore now as shown in Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Deptt. of Post and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
31-3-05. 


[No. L-40012/125/200 l-IR(DU)] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, BANGALORE 

Dated the 1st March. 2005 

PRESENT: 


SHRI A. R. SIDDIQUI. Presiding Officer 
C. R No. 77/2001 


I PARTY 

Shri Kenchappa, 

S/o Sh. B. P. Indrappa, 
Annehal Village & Post 
Chitradurga Taluk & Distt. 
Chitradurga-577 501 


HPARTY 

The Asst. Superintendent 
of Post Offices. 
Chitradurga Sub division, 
Chitradurga-577501 


AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the 
powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2 A of the 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 has 
referred this dispute vide order No. L-40012/125/2001/ 
IR(DU) dated 15-10-2001 for adjudication on the 
following schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Posts to 
retrench the service of Shri Kenchappa without 
notice and payment of retrenchment compensation 
is valid and justified ? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled ?” 

2. The case of the first party as made out in the 
Claim Statement, in brief, is that he is a member of 
Schedule Tribe Community with educational qualification 
of PUC had applied for the post of Extra Departmental 
Mail Carrier (EDMC) along with others and was duly 
selected and appointed for the said post w.e.f. 29-7-1997 
by the Assistant Superintendent of Post Offices. 
Chitradurga Sub Division, Chitradurga and he worked 
with the management for about a period of 1 'A years with 
all sincerity and diligence inviting no room for 
complaints. However, the management refused work to 
him w.e.f. 5-12-98 without issuing any memo or notice 
and thereby the action of the management amounts to 
illegal retrenchment and unfair labour practice coming 
under the provisions of Section 25 F & N and under 
section 2(ra) read with 2(oo) of the ID Act. Therefore, 
the first party requested this tribunal to pass an award 
holding that the action of the management terminating 
his services w.e.f. 5-12-98 was illegal and therefore, he 
is entitled to the relief of reinstatement and all other 
consequential benefits. 

3. The management by its Counter Statement 
among other things contended that the postal department 
does not come under the definition of Industry and 
therefore, this court has no jurisdiction to entertain the 
present case. It was contended that the post of Extra 
Departmental Deliver)' Agent now redesignated as 
Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Deliverer, fell vacant at Anekal 
Branch Post Office, consequent upon the promotion of a 
regular incumbent. Therefore, as a stop gap arrangement, 
the first party was engaged in the said vacant post pending 
completion of regular recruitment process and after 
completion of selection process as per departmental rules, 
the first part)' was selected for the said post. It was further 
contended that aggrieved by the Selection Process and 
the appointment of the first party, one Mr. Vijayakumar 
who was a meritorial candidate preferred an application 
before the CAT, Bangalore in OA No. 612/97 making 
the first party as Respondent No. 2 in the said proceeding. 
CAT. Bangalore, vide its order dated 22-9-1998 quashed 
the entire selection proceedings and directed the Second 
Party to redo’, the selection process: that the first part)- 
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being aggrieved by the orders of the CAT challenged the 
same in W. P. No. 32069/1998 before the Hon’ble High 
Court and his Writ Petition came to be dismissed by order 
dated 2-11-98 upholding the order of CAT. Therefore, in 
view of the compliance of tribunal order followed by the 
order of the High Court, the services of the first party 
were disallowed. In the result the Second Party cannot 
be held responsible in not providing work to the first 
part)' and therefore, there was no violation of any of the 
provisions of ID Act and the reference is liable to be 
rejected. 

4. During the course of trial, the management filed 
an affidavit of one Mr. Raghavendra, Asstt. 
Superintendent of Post Office, sub division, Chitradurga 
almost, reiterating the contentions taken in the Counter 
Statement. In his further Examination-Chief, he filed 
Xerox copies of orders at Ex. Ml to M3. Whereas the 
first part)- also filed an affidavit by way of evidence and 
got marked 2 documents at Ex. WI and W2 in his further 
examination chief. I would like to come to the statement 
of MW1 and WW1 in their cross examination as and 
when found relevant and necessary. 

5. Learned counsel, for the management 
vehemently argued that the reference on hand in the first 
instance is liable to be rejected for the reason that the 
material and important facts of the proceedings before' 
the CAT and the Writ Petition filed by the first party 
have been suppressed purposely in the Claim Statement 
so as to take undue advantage of the provisions of ID 
Act. Next, he contended that as per the above said CAT 
order as per Ex. M1 upheld by the Hon ble High Court at 
Ex. M2, sen ices of the first party have been terminated 
as per Ex. M3 and therefore, the case on hand will not 
come under the purview of the provisions of ID Act, much 
less, section 2(oo) read with Section 25F thereof. 
Whereas, learned counsel for the first party vehemently 
argued that the first party since worked with the 
management, undisputedly, for a period of 1 'A years, his 
sendees could not have been terminated without the 
compliance of Section 25F. 25N read with Section 2(oo)(2 
ra) of the ID Act. As far as the orders. Ex. Ml & M2, 
learned counsel, had no argument to advance. After 
having gone through the records. I find substance in the 
arguments advanced for the management. It is not in 
dispute that the management selected and appointed the 
first party to the above said post following certain rules 
and norms and the first party joined his duties in response 
to the said appointment. It is again not in dispute that 
one Mr. V. Vijavkumar challenged the selection process 
and the appointment of the first party before CAT, 
Bangalore wherein the first party was also arrayed as 
Second Respondent along with the first respondent (Postal 
Department). 

6. A perusal of the order at Ex. M1 passed the CAT 
dated 25-9-98 would make it clear that the application 
filed by the said Vijayakumar was allowed in part 
quashing the selection and appointment of Respondent 


No. 2 (first party) with a direction to the first respondent 
to redo the selection process in accordance with rules. 
This order of CAT was challenged by the first party before 
the Hon’ble High Court in the aforesaid Writ Petition 
and he was, unsuccessful. Therefore, a very simple and 
short point now to be decided by this tribunal is whether 
the action of the management in terminating the services 
of the first party vide office order at Ex. M3 amounts to 
retrenchment and if so the retrenchment was illegal as 
claimed by the first party. The plain answer to the above 
said question must be in the negative keeping in view 
the orders of the CAT upheld by the Hon’ble High Court. 
The Selection of the first party and his appointment to 
the post in question since was challenged by Shri 
Vijayakumar and has been quashed with a direction to 
the management to redo the selection process and that 
order has been also up held by the Hon’ble High Court 
being challenged by. the first party, the case of the first 
party can never be brought under the purview of the 
provisions of ID Act. He was in the service of the 
management in pursuance to his appointment after due 
selection process and since that selection process as well 
as the appointment of the first party has been quashed, 
his services certainly cannot be continued with the 
management and therefore, no illegality as such was 
committed by the management in terminating his services 
as per Ex. M3. The action of the management was in the 
light of the orders passed by CAT and upheld by the 
Hon’ble High Court. The management could not have 
continued ihe services of the first party any more keeping 
in view the aforesaid orders of CAT upheld by the Hon’ble 
High Court. In the result I must hold that the case on 
hand will not be a case of retrenchment and therefore, 
the provisions of ID Act are not attracted. Accordingly 
reference is rejected and the following award is passed. 

AWARD 

The reference is dismissed. No order to cost. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 1st March, 2005). 

A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
^ 31 Ttref, 2005 

eKT. 3TT. 1564.— 3MRT K felK 3|fqfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
14) ftKT 17 % SFJTTCnrft", 

sfrt e-A % 'Tift, 
appro 3 fiRy afratfrpfr tTTwt 
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„ New Delhi, the 31st March, 2005 

S.O. 1564. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 19/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Bangalore now as shown in Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Central Silk Board and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 31-3-05. 


[No. L-4201 l/99/99-IR(DU)] 
KULDIP RAIVERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 


BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, BANGALORE 


Dated the 9th March, 2005 

PRESENT: 

SHRI A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
C. R. No. 19/2001 


I PARTY 

President, 

Central Silk Board 
Employees Union, 

New No. 59, 6th Cross, 
K. R. Vanam, 
Mysore-560008 


n PARTY 

The Member Secretary, 
Central Silk Board, 
Central Silk Board * 
Complex, IV Floor, 

BTM Lay Out, 

Hosur Road, Madivala, 
Bangalore-560068 


AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the 
powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2A of the 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has 
referred this dispute vide order No. L-42011/99/99/ 
IR(DU) dated fOth February, 2000 for adjudication on 
the following schedule: 


SCHEDULE 


"Whether Shri Shivalingaiah, former casual 
labourer of Central Silk Board is justified in 
claiming re-employment ? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled ? 


2. The First party Union in its Claim Statemept 
submitted through the first party workman averred that 
it is a registered union under the provisions of the Indian 
Trade Union Act and the Union is striving hard to secure 
better service conditions to its members who are working 
with the Second Party Management namely, the Central 
Silk Board; that accordingly the union took up the cause 


of the first party workman, Shri Shivalingaiah who were 
incharge of the Casual Labourer at BSF, Huliyurdurga 
w.e.f. 1-7-92. He was discharging his duties honestly and 
to the satisfaction of his official superiors. He was 
appointed as Casual Labourer at BSF, Kunigal and in 
1986 he was posted to work as Watchman in Mysore Seed 
Cacoon Preservation Centre, Kunigal; that on the 
allegations that he was involved in a murder csae was 
arrested by the Police on 30-3-97 (ought to have been 
1987) he was detained in the police custody for 24 days 
and thereafter was released an bail. After his release 
during the last week of April 1987 he approached the 
Officer in charge of the Mysore Seed Cacoon Preservation 
Centre, Kunigal to take him back to duty. However, the 
said officer informed the workman that he need not now 
.report for duty and may come back to work qjily after 
criminal case is decided It is submitted that the criminal 
proceedings were held before the Principal District & 
Sessions Judge, Tumkur in ID No. 75/87 and after 
elaborate trial, the Hon’ble Court was pleased to deliver 
a judgement on 24-2-1993 acquitting the workman of 
the offence punishable under Section 302 read with 
Section 34 and 201 read with Section 34 of IPC. After 
receiving the certified copy of the order, as directed by 
the Officer-in-charge, Seed Cacoon Preservation Centre, 
Kunigal of the Second Party Management, the first party 
submitted a duty report. However, he was not taken back 
to work. He addressed several representations to his 
higher authorities. There was no response to the 
representations so submitted by the workman. The Union 
also took up the matter on behalf of the workman by 
addressing a letter to the Second Party Management on 
26-3-1999. The management refused to consider the 
reasonable demand of the workman. In the circumstances 
the Union raised a dispute before the Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central). After the failure of conciliation 
report, the Government has referred the dispute before 
this Hon’ble Court for industrial adjudication. Hence the 
Claim Statement; that the management admittedly has 
not issued any memo or notice before refusing 
employment to the first party workman and therefore, 
action of the management is unjust and abribtrary in as- 
much as the workman worked continuously for more than 
240 days before he was refused employment when he 
reported for duty on release on bail during the last week 
of April 1997. Admittedly.there was no intimation sent 
to the workman alleging that he remained absent from 
duty and that shows that the management was aware of 
the arrest of the workman in the aforesaid murder case. 
Therefore, action of the management in refusing work 
to the workman is in violation of the mandatory provisions 
of Section 25F of the ID Act and the action of the 
management amounts to retrencliment as defined under 
Section 2(oo) of the ID Act. In the result under the 
circumstances of the case there was no deliberate and 
intentional delay in approaching the management and 
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also in raising the dispute. Therefore, award would be 
passed holding that the management was not justified in 
refusing work to the first party workman and that he is 
entitled to reinstatement and all other consequential 
benefits. 

3. The management by its Counter Statement 
resisted the Claim of the first party union and the first 
party workman as follows : 

That the CSB employee union is not a recognized 
union to espouse the cause of Casual Labourers in CSB 
units. Without prejudice to this it is stated that the 
contention of the union that Shri Shivalingaiah, Ex- 
Casual Labourer was discharging his duties honestly and 
sincerely at the above place is completely false. The past 
records of above Casual Labourer reveals that from the 
inception he was irregular in his duties and was in the 
habit of absenting himself from work for months at a 
stretch without any leave application or prior intimation 
to the unit incharge officer. It is true that Shri 
Shivalingaiah was engaged as Casual Labourer directly 
at erstwhile Basic Seed Farm. Huliyurdurga with effect 
from 1-7-82 purely on casual basis. He remained on 
unauthorized absence w.e.f. January 1984. He reported 
back for w ork on 1st March 1984 and worked hardly for 
16 day s during March 1984 and again remained on 
unauthorized absence with effect from 17-3-84. During 
October 1984. he left the work on his own and never 
came back to work for nearly two months nor did he 
submit any leave application. On 28-12-84, he submitted 
a representation informing that he had left the job two 
months back and that since he married he stated that he 
wants the job again. Again he made presentation on 
30-4-85 that he stayed at home for nearly seven months 
due to illness and he could not attend work. Further, he 
had represented that he would attend office regularly and 
failing which he should be removed from the job without 
any notice. During 1985, when his name was sponsored 
by employment exchange. Tumkur. and he was re¬ 
engaged as Casual Labourer w.e.f. May 1985. He worked 
as Casual labourer upto February 1987 though he was 
absent unauthorisedlv intermittently in different spells. 
Thereafter in the month of March 1987. he worked for 
11 days and in the same month. On .30-3-87, he was 
arrested by the police authorities in connection with a 
murder case. He was injudicial custody for 24 days w.e.f. 
30-3-87. Consequent upon his arrest, the said labourer 
did not intimate either to this office about his arrest or 
his involvement in criminal offence and continued to 
remain on unautorized absence from 30-3-87. He never 
approached the unit incharge even after he was stated to 
have been let out on bail. It is also not correct that the 
officer-in-charge asked him to report for duty’ after the 
criminal case is decided; that as a matter of fact, the first 
party has approached this court after a lapse of 15 years 
and now that he is contending that he was completed 


240 days and that he is eligible for reinstatement and 
other reliefs; that the delay in approaching this court 
may kindly be treated as preliminary issue. The first party 
may be put to strict proof of reasons given in the Claim 
Statement in respect of the delay. As a matter of fact, the 
first party also did not inform the Second Party about his 
involvement in the criminal case and that he was also 
arrested by the police as stated above. Moreover, the first 
party was not regular in his work from the date of joining 
the second party and did not show any interest in his 
work. All these aspects may kindly be considered in 
adjudicating the above matter; that as a matter of fact, 
the BSF, Huliyurdurga where the first party was taken 
for work was wound up few year back and the said unit 
does not exist as on the date. It is also submitted that 
there is a ban on fresh engagement of workers in the 
Second party w.e.f. 7-8-92 and the said ban has been 
imposed by the Government of India. Morevoer, there is 
no requirement of Labourers in any of the Basic Seed 
Farms or any other units of the Second Party. As a matter 
of fact there is Voluntary Retirement Scheme being 
introduced in the Second Party to the benefit of the farm 
workers. The VRS is introduced by the Government to 
identify the surplus labourers and about 250 labourers 
have already opted for the said VRS. The Government 
has indicated that there is still 250 labourers who are 
surplus in the Second Party. Under the circumstances, it 
is respectfully submitted that the claim of the first party 
for reinstatement and other benefits is not maintainable 
and it is liable to be rejected. At Para 5 the management 
denied that the first party union was espousing the cause 
of all the employees of the Second Party and that first 
party was discharging his duties honestly etc. It also 
denied that the first party approached the Officer-in- 
charge of Mysore Seed Cacoon Preservation Centre, 
Kunigal to take him back for duty. It also denied the 
averment that first party worked continuously for 240 
days and that the action of the management is illegal 
and in violatios of Section 25 F of the ID Act. In the last 
the management requested this tribunal to reject the 
reference. 

4. After the receipt of the reference from the 
Government, notices were taken against both the parties 
and they appeared through counsels. On 16-8-01 Claim 
Statement was filed on behalf of the first party workman 
and thereafter the matter came to be posted for filing of 
the Counter Statement by the Second Party. The Second 
Party’ filed its Counter Statement on 7-4-04 and then the 
case came to be posted for evidence to be led on behalf of 
the first party keeping in view the point of reference. 
Wherein, the burden was cast upon the first party 
workman to justify its claim of re-employment against 
Second Party. From 7-4-04 till 14-10-04 as could be seen 
from the order sheet maintained by this tribunal, the 
matter came to be adjourned affording opportunity’ to the 
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first party workman to lead evidence on his part. Since 
no evidence was adduced on his behalf this court on 
14-10-04 posted the case for eviddne of the Second Party. 
Second Party also did not lead evidence and therefore, 
award is being passed. 

5. As noted above, as per the points of reference, 
burden was put on the shoulders of the first party 
workman to establish the fact that his claim for re¬ 
employment against the Second Party was justified and 
if not what relief he was entitled to. 

6. Keeping in view the contentions taken by the 
management in the Counter Statement, the first party 
workman was to establish before this tribunal in the first 
instance as to whether the first party union was justified 
in espousing his cause and raising the dispute against 
the management on his behalf. It was also necessary for 
the first party workman to establish before this tribunal 
as to what prevented him in not raising the dispute on 
hand within a reasonable time. As per the Claim 
Statement he was refused work by the management 
somewhere in the month of April 97 and thereafter once 
again in the month of February 1993 when he was 
acquitted from the charge of murder under Section 30 
IPC read with Section 34-201 thereof. Undisputedly he 
did not raise the dispute till the month of March 1999 
that is when the first party union said to have written a 
letter to the management espousing the cause of the first 
party workman. The present reference has come to be 
made in the month of February 2000 and that means to 
say that the dispute has been raised before this tribunal 
after a gap of more than 13 years from the date of alleged 
refusal of the work to the first party workman by the 
management. It is in this view of the matter it was 
necesary on the part of the workman to explain before 
this tribunal the inordinate delay caused in raising the 
dispute against the management so as to show at the same 
time that the dispute on hand was still existing when 
was raised against the management. It was also necessary 
for the workman to substantiate his claim that he worked 
continuously for 240 days in a particular calendar year 
immediately before he was refused work by the 
management so as to attract the provisions of Section 
2(oo) read with Section 25 F of the ID Act. Unfortunately, 
as noted above, the first party workman as well as the 
first party union have not come forward with any oral or 
documentary evidence to substantiate the claim made in 
the Claim Statement or to meet the case of the 
management as made in the Counter Statement. 

7. In the result this court has no alternative but to 
hold that the first party workman fails to estblish before 
this tribunal that he is justified in making claim against 
the management. Accordingly, the reference is answered 
and the following award is passed. 


A$ARD 

The reference is rejected. No order to cost. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 9th March 2005). V- 

A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 


^ RtcvO, 31 RT^, 2005 
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New Delhi, the 31st March. 2005 

S.O. 1565.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 02/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Deptt. of Post and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
31-3-2005. 


[No. L-40012/293/99-IR(DU)] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, BANGALORE 

Dated, the 22nd March, 2005 

PRESENT: 


Shri A. R. Siddiqui, Presiding Officer 
C.R. No. 02/2000 


I Party II Party 


T. Srinivas. 

S/o C. Thimmegowda, 
No. 9/1, 14th A Cross, 
A. D. Halli, 
Bangalore-560079 


The Assistant Superintendent 
of Post Office, 

Bangalore Sub-Division, 

I/II, 

Bangalore-560041 


APPEARANCES : 


I Party : Sh. K. V. Sathyanarayana. 

Advocate 

II Party : Sh. K. Prakash Rao, 

Advocate 
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AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the 
powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and 
Sub-section 2 A of the Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. 1947 has referred this dispute vide Order 
No. L-40012/293/99/IR(DU) dated 16-12-1999 for 
adjudication on the following schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the Management of Post and Telegraphic 

is legal and justified in not regularizing Sh. T. 

Srinivas. former EDD agent ? If not. to what relief 

the workman is entitled ?” 

2. The case of the I Party workman as made out in 
the claim statement, briefly stated is that he was appointed 
bv the 11 Party Management as ED Delivery Assistant 
w.e.f. October 1995 with a salary of Rs. 1.113 p.m. and 
later on it was enhanced to Rs. 2.155 p.m. He was 
discharging permanent and perennial nature of job, 
honestly and diligently without any blemish and worked 
continuously till he was illegally removed from service 
w.e.f. 16-02-1999. He contended that the action of the 
Management in removing him from service was not 
bonafide and was in violation of provisions of Section 
2(oo) read with Section 25(F) and 25(N) of the I. D. Act 
and therefore, he is liable to be reinstated. He further 
contended that on account of termination of his service, 
he is facing great hardship and hss family rr^anbers 
consisting of his wife and aged father are suffering front 
mental agony, having no other source of livelihood 

3. The Management resisted the claim of the I party 
among with other grounds that it is performing sovereign 
functions and their lordship of our Supreme Court in 
many decisions have held that the Management is not an 
industry under the provisions of I. D. Act. The 
Management with reference to the merits of the case 
however contended that it has got a practice of filling up 
of stop gap arrangement envisaged under the rules and I 
Party cannot claim to regularize his services and 
accordingly it was made clear to the I party at the 
inception of the duty. It was further contended that during 
the year 1996 one post of EDD A fell vacant at 
Banashankari III stage Post Office on account of 
Promotion of the regular incumbent as Postman and 
therefore with an intention to give good service to the 
public at large the management engaged the services of 
the 1 party as an adhoc arrangement without issuing any 
appointment order. It was only a stop gap arrangement 
with a notice to the I party that he cannot claim any right 
for regular appointment; that the process of recruitment 
to the vacant post initiated as per the departmental rules 
vide ED Agents (Conduct and Service) Rules 1964 and 
vacancy was notified to the Regional Employment and 
District Employment exchange on 15-04-1998 followed 


by public notification on 17-09-1998: that after the receipt 
of the application from the eligible candidates, 
applications were scrutinized along with the application 
of the I party under the departmental rules and during 
the selection process one Mr. V. Girish, who stood top on 
merit, was selected for the post of and accordingly was 
appointed for the said post and consequently the stop 
gap arrangement made earlier was disallowed: that the 
allegations of the I party that he was removed from sendee 
without assigning any reason in violation of the provisions 
of the I. D. Act are false and not relevant to the dispute 
on hand, particularly, when the I party was doing the 
work only 3 to 5 hours per day and was not a regular 
employee. Therefore, the Management requested this 
tribunal to reject the reference. 

4. During the course of the trial, the Management 
examined one witness as MW 1 and got marked Ex. M-l 
to Ex. M-9, whereas, the I party filed his affidavit by way 
of evidence. The statement of MW-1 in his examination 
in chief is as under : 

"I know the facts of the case, I party was taken up 
as Extra Departmental Delivery' Agent on stop gap 
arrangement temporarily. He was required to 
deliver post. He was working 3/4 hours in a day. 

For filling up the Vacant post there is procedure 
and rules and we write to Employ ment Exchange. 
We recruited some employees. Ex. M-l is the 
notification. We called for candidates through 
exchange employment. Ex. M-2 is the another 
notification. Candidates appeared and were selected 
on merit. I party got less marks than others. There 
were 20 candidates. Details are given in ex M4. 
M3 is another notification. M4 is the list of merit 
candidate. Girish is selected. His marks and 
application are filled as per Ex. M-5. Ex. M-6. 
M-7 to M-9 are the Department letters. There is no 
post. It is not correct to say that I party was taken 
in October 1995. He has not worked more than 3/4 
hours. It is not correct to say that we remov ed him 
when I party complained against Management. 

In conciliation we appeared and filed objections, 
which is produced. Therefore be rejected." 

5. The averments made in the affidavit of the I party- 
are almost the reiteration of the averments made in the 
claim statement and need not to be repeated. I would like 
to refer to the statements of MW 1 and WW 1 in their 
cross-examination as and when found relevant and 
necessary. 

6. Learned counsel for the management argued that 
services of the I party were taken on provisional basis as 
a stop gap arrangement in place of permanent and regular 
employee and that he was just working for 3 to 5 hours a 
day. He contended that in order to fill up the above said 
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vacancy the Management held departmental test as per 
the rules participated by the I party as well as one Girish 
and others and taking into account the marks obtained 
by the candidate as a result of the interview, said Girish 
was selected for the said post and accordingly was 
appointed to the post being held by the I party on adhoc 
basis and in the result services of the I party came to be 
discontinued. 

7. Learned counsel argued that such a provisional 
employee will have no claim or right seeking 
regularization of services or reinstatement under the rules 
of the Management and this position of law has been 
very much made clear in an unreported decision of our 
Hon’ble High Court in W. P. Nos. 21331-333/2000 dated 
18-08-2001. 

8. Whereas, the learned counsel for the I party 
argued that the I party was in the services of the II party 
continuously for a period of 3'A years and therefore his 
services could not have been terminated without any 
notice, charge sheet or any enquiry being conducted 
against him and that his termination amounts to 
retrenchment as per Section 2(oo) of the I. D. Act and 
since provisions of Section 25 (F) of I. D. Act are not 
complied with the termination is illegal and therefore, 
the I party is entitled to the relief of reinstatement with 
all other benefits. 

9. After having gone through the records and the 
principle laid down by their lordship of our Hon’ble High 
Court in the aforesaid decision. I do not find substance 
in the arguments advanced for the I party. 

10. The facts admitted in this case are that the I 
party was in the service of the Management doing the 
job of EDDA for about 3 Vi years till he was removed 
from service w.e.f. 16-02-1999. However, it is the case of 
the Management that the appointment of the I party was 
provisional and on adhoc basis as a stop gap arrangement 
and this fact was made very much clear to the I party 
when he was taken in service. Statement of MW 1 before 
this tribunal would speak to the fact that the I party was 
doing the work of EDD A and that the vacancy was caused 
on account of .the regular employee being promoted as 
postman. Their lordship of our Hon’ble High Court in 
the disputes raised by the petitioners against (the 
Management involved in this case) have made the 
position of law very clear as to whether any provisional 
appointment could give raise to any right seeking regular 
employment or reinstatement in case such a provisional 
employee was removed from service. Their lordship 
having referred to various decisions of the Supreme Court 
have laid down the principle of law that whenever any 
such stop gap arrangement is made and appointment was 
made on provisional basis pending regular recruitment 
to the post, the provisional employee will not have any 


right to seek continuation of his service or regularization 
of his service when removed from service from the post 
held by him on adhoc basis. It has been abundantly clear 
in the aforesaid decision of our Hon’ble High Court that 
a person appointed as an substitute or on provisional basis 
has got no right to claim the status of regular employee. 
In the instant case, I party was appointed on adhoc basis 
as a stop gap arrangement due to the vacancy caused on 
account of promotion of regular employee. Therefore, he 
cannot seek as of right any re-employment/reinstatement 
or regularization of his services under the rules and 
regulations of the Management quoted above. Moreover, 
it has come on recdrd in the evidence of MW 1 and the 
documents at Ex. M-l to Ex. M-9 that in order to fill up 
the above said vacancy the management issued the 
notification calling upon the employment exchange to 
sponsor the names of candidates to be selected for the 
said post and as a result of the said notification one 
Shri Girish among others made an application and as a 
result of selection process he was selected on the basis of 
merit having secured marks higher than the marks 
secured by the I party and others. From the aforesaid 
documents it is very much clear that the I party also 
appeared for the said test but could not be selected as he 
secured marks less than the marks secured by the said 
Girish. It is further seen from those documents that after 
being selected said Girish under went Medical test and 
having full filled other requirements was appointed to 
the post hitherto being held by the I party on provisional 
basis. Therefore, the services of I party having come to 
an end under the rules framed by the Management he 
cannot take shelter under the provisions of the I. D. Act 
as termination cannot be brought under the category of 
retrenchment or illegal retrenchment as defined under 
Section 2(oo) read with Section 25 (F) thereof. In the 
result, this tribunal has no hesitation in mind to come to 
the conclusion that the action taken by the Management 
in terminating the services of the I party to fill up the 
above said vacancy by selecting the regular candidate 
under the process of law is not challengeable and therefore 
no relief can be given to the I party and hence reference 
is liable to be rejected. 

ORDER 

Reference is dismissed. No costs. 

(Dictated to the L. D. C., transcribed by him, 
corrected and signed by me on 22nd March, 2005). 

A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
^ Rcnl, 31 *11*1, 2005 
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New Delhi, the 31st March, 2005 

S.O. 1566. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 21/ 
98) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court. Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Deptt. of Post and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
31-3-2005. 

'''[No. L-40012/62/96-IR(DU)] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, BANGALORE 

Dated, the 22nd March. 2005 

PRESENT: 

Shri A. R. Siddiqui. Presiding Officer 

C.R. No. 21/1998 

I Party II Party 

Smt. Usha A. Naik. The Superintendent of Post 
Near Electric Power Office. Karwar Division, 
House. Karwar-581301 Karwar-581301 

Appearances : 

I Party : V. S. Naik, Advocate 

II Party : Ravi Jagan. Adv ocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the 
powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and 
Sub-section 2 a. of the Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. 1‘ has referred this dispute vide Order No. L- 
40012A Xi-IR(DU) dated 09-03-1998 for adjudication 
on the following schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the Department of Posts in 
terminating the services of Smt. Usha A. Naik from 
1-3-94 is justified ? If not. to what relief she is 
entitled ?" 

2 In this case, there is no formal complaint 
statement as such filed by the I party but she requested 
this tribunal to treats some of her letter dated 31-03-1998. 


12-03-1998 and 03-03-1994 as her claim statement. The 
letter dated 12-03-1996 is not forth coming from the 
records and where as letter dated 31-03-1998 is the one 
written by the I party to the then Desk Officer by 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi 
making a request to reinstate her in the place she was 
holding at the time of termination of her services. In her 
letter dated 03-03-1994, the case made out by the I party 
is that she was working against Leave Vacancy 
E. D. S. V. in Karwar Head Post Office till 01-03-1994. 
She gave the details of the period of service rendered by 
her as under : 


From 

To 

Year 

Period/ 

Month 

Days 

27-05-1991 

13-11-1991 

— 

5 

16 

02-12-1991 

07-12-1991 

— 

— 

06 

01-01-1992 

30-05-1992 

— 

5 

29 

17-08-1992 

01-03-1994 

1 

7 

16 


2. She avered that she put in total temporary service 
of more than 2'6 years as on 01-03-1994 and for no 
reasons, suddenly, the Post Master, Karwar H. P. O. asked 
her orally to hand over the charge of the said post to one 
Shri Mangesh G. Naik, and she obeyed the orders by 
handing over the charge. She stated that she is poor 
woman having two children to look after being deserted 
by her Husband, unable to get any other employment due 
to overage. She has no other source of income to bring 
up her children. Therefore, the action of the Management 
in terminating her service has caused her lot difficulties 
and she is mentally and financially put to hardship; that 
she worked very hard, discharging her duties honestly 
and to the entire satisfaction of her superiors. Therefore, 
she requested to the Superintendent of Post Offices. 
Karwar Division. Karwar. writing this letter to permit 
her to continue in service or to appoint her as EDSV post 
at HPO or else she may be appointed as EDBPM at branch 
Post Offices at Baithkol. 

3. The Management filed its counter statement 
contending among other things that the I party was 
provisionally appointed as Extra Departmental Stamp 
Vendor (EDSV) at Karwar Head Post Office and she was 
in sendee from 28-11-1992 till 01-03-1994. She was 
clearly informed that she was being appointed on 
provisional basis and her sendees will be terminated when 
a regular appointment is made; that thereafter a regular 
appointee who was sponsored by the employment 
exchange came to be appointed from 01-03-1994 and 
accordingly sendees of the I party were terminated w.e.f. 
01-03-1994 in accordance with ED agents (Sendee and 
Conduct) Rules. 1964; that the I party approached the 
ALC(C). Mangalore aggrieved by the Order of termination 
of her sendee and during the course of conciliation 
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proceedings, she was offered employment/appointment 
as a Extra Departmental Branch Post Master at Ulga 
Village in Karwar taluk but she refused to take up the 
said assignment, as a result of conciliation failed and the 
reference on hand was made. Therefore, the Management 
contended that the case of the I party dp not fall under 
the provisions of Industrial Dispute Act in as much as, it 
is not an industry as defined under Section 2(j) of the ID 
Act. 

4. During the course of trial, the Management 
examined one witness as MW 1 and got marked 
documents at Ex M-l to Ex M-5, the I party examined 
herself as WW 1 in Examination-in-chief on 29-11-2002 
and documents at Ex. W-l to W-10 were marked as per 
the Order Sheet dated 29-11-2002, Learned counsel 
representating the II party not being present on that day, 
WW 1 stood discharged and the case came to be posted 
for Arguments by 18-12-2002 on which date, the 
Management filed an application to recall WW 1 and 
my learned predecessor after having considered the 
application filed by the Management allowed the same, 
calling upon WW 1 to be present before the tribunal for 
cross-examination on 06-02-2003. There after case under 
went several adjournments on one ground or other and 
ultimately when it was taken up for hearing on 
17-06-2004, WW 1 remained absent before this tribunal 
and court passed an order to the effect that she must be 
present before this tribunal finally on 19-08-2004. 
However, on 19-08-2004 neither the I party (WW 1) nor 
her advocate made appearance before this tribunal and 
in the result she was discharged and the matter came to 
be posted for arguments on merits. On 04-02-2005, 
learned counsel for the Management filed notes of the 
written arguments and where as the learned counsel for 
the I party remained absent. On 18-02-2005 once again 
learned counsel for the I party remained absent and 
therefore arguments were taken as heard and case is 
posted for award this day. 

5. Learned counsel for the Management, 
vehemently, argued that keeping in view the admitted 
facts brought on record in the aforesaid letter dated 
03-03-1994. treated as claim statement on behalf on the 
I party and the stand taken by the Management 
substantiated by the oral testimony of MW 1 coupled the 
documents at Ex. M-l to Ex. M-5. the claim of the l 
party for Reinstatement/Re-employment under the 
Management does not arise. He submitted that the I party 
undisputedly was appointed to the above said EDSVpost 
provisionally against the leave vacancy caused by one 
Smt. Nirmala and the appointment order was given at 
Ex. M-2 making it very clear that she was being appointed 
provisionally and that her services would come to an end 
as soon as a regular appointment was made to the above 
said post. Therefore, learned counsel submitted that 
provisions of I D Act would not attract to the present 


case in the light of the admitted position of either side. 
In support of his arguments that, the I party being 
appointed on provisional basis she cannot claim any sort 
of right either to seek re-employment or reinstatement, 
learned counsel relied upon an unreported decision of 
our Hon’ble High Court in W. P. No. 21331 -33/2000 dated 
18-08-2001. As noted above learned counsel for the I 
party was not available to the court when the matter was 
taken up to hear the final arguments. After having gone 
through the records and the aforesaid decision of our 
Hon’ble High Court in a division bench, I find substance 
in the arguments advanced for the Management. 

6. In the very words of the I party as per the 
aforesaid letter dated 03-03-1994 she worked under the 
management for a period of about 2'A years to till 
01-03-1994 against the leave vacancy of EDS V Post. It 
is again not in dispute that she was relived from duty 
after the above said person Mangesh was selected and 
appointed to the above said post. Her name being 
sponsored through the Employment Exchange. It is again 
that the disputed fact that her Appointment and 
termination were in accordance with the ED Agents 
(Service and Conduct) Rules 1964. It is not disputed vide 
Ex. M-2 that I party was appointed provisionally under 
the clear terms that her services will be terminated no 
sooner a Regular appointment was made making it further 
clear that she will have no claim for appointment to any 
post there after. MW 1 in his deposition also once again 
reiterated the case of the Management to the effect that 
the appointment of the I party was provisional subject to 
the regular appointment. There was no cross-examination 
to MW 1 disputing the above said fact. In other words 
the I party did not dispute the fact that her appointment 
was provisional and her services were liable to be 
terminated since there was an appointment of regular 
candidate to the above said post. It is again not in dispute 
that the services of the I party actually came to be 
terminated when the above said Mangesh was duly 
selected for the above said post and the post held by the I 
party on account of leave vacancy was to be filled up as 
per the above said conduct rules. However, as could be 
seen from the admitted facts brought on records, during 
the course of conciliation proceedings, the Management 
was kind enough to provide job of EDPM at Ulga Village 
in Karwar Taluk and she was called upon to give her 
willingness or otherwise in the matter. The letter at 
Ex. W-l dated 09-12-1994 was written by the 
Superintendent of Post Offices of Karwar to the I party 
seeking her willingness to be appointed to the said post 
but unfortunately by her letter dated 13-12-1994, the I 
party declined to take charge of the said post putting forth 
her personal problems. Therefore, keeping in view of the 
fact that her appointment was provisional and the fact 
that she declined to accept the assignment offered by the 
Management, the I party once again cannot assert her 
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claim or right against the management to seek re¬ 
employment or reinstatement, that too, under the 
prov isions of the ID Act. Moreover, the learned counsel 
rightly took the support of the above said decision of our 
Hon 'ble High Court to laying dow n the principies;pf law 
that such a prov isional employee gets no rights to claim 
against the Management. Their lordship of our Hon’ble 
High Court in the aforesaid decision have made it 
abundantly clear that such an engagement will confer no 
right of regular appointment. It was abundantly made 
clear that the present appointment as a substitute and as 
a stop gap arrangement so as to say as a provisional 
appointment gives no right to claim the status of a regular 
employee. In the instant case, as noted above, the I party 
was provided employment on provisional basis with clear 
terms of appointment that her services will be terminated 
as soon as a regular appointment was made to the post 
held by her In the result it cannot be said that the 
Management was not justified in terminating the services 
of the I party However taking inot consideration the fact 
that the I party worked under the management for about 
a period of 2'/: years, the lady deserted by her husband 
and to look after her two children, it appears to me that 
ends of justice will be met if a direction is made to the 
Management to provide her employment atleast on the 
provisional basis itself whenever there is vacancy of 
permanent post. Accordingly, the reference is answered 
and following award is passed. 

ORDER 

Reference is rejected. However, with a direction to 
the Management to provide the 1 party employment on 
provisional basis to a permanent post as and when the 
v acancy arose in preference to any other fresh candidate. 

(Dictated to the L. D. C., transcribed by him, 
corrected and signed by me on 22nd March. 2005). 

A. R. S1DDIQUI. Presiding Officer 
^ fevfl, 31 2005 

asr. 3ir. 1567.—4rarf4F w srfnfwT, 1947 (1947 
^il 14 ) 4) 17 % SpJtTOT 4, 4441 TKcfcK ^7 4^IR 

f4tFT % f4#3T4f 44 3-l4 ^>4^14 % 

4 PiRce [qqic, 4 444l 

'sravpjt: 4 w (4^4 4 i3tt 41.41. 

ant 4 ./ttvt. 4h/3nx/i 27/96) 41 yqafw t, 44to 
-HVW 41 31-3-2005 4l 3tTFT fail *1T I 

[4. tret-40012/94/95-31^ SUI (41. ^.)] 


New Delhi, the 31st March, 2005 

S.O. 1567. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the AvVard (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/127/96) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court. Jabalpur now as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Telecom Deptt. and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 31-3-2005. 

[No. L-40012/94/95-IR(DU)] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA. Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/127/96 
Shri C. M. Singh. Presiding Officer 

Shri Man Singh. 

S/o Shri Gyan Singh. 

Qr. No. 109. Near Durga Mandir, 

Shahid Colony. 

Bhopal (MP) . . Workman 

Versus 

The Chief General Manager. 

Telecom. Bhopal. 

The Sub Divisional Engineer, 

Regional Repairs Centre 

(C. D. Bhoti). Bhopal . . . Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 17th day of March. 2005 

1. The Government of India. Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L-42012/94/95-IR (DU) dated 
30-5-96 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal : 

"Whether the action of the management of Chief 
General Manager. Telecom, Bhopal and Sub 
Divisional Engineer. Regional Repairs Centre. 
Bhopal in terminating the sendees of Shri Man 
Singh is justified ? If not. to what relief the 
workman is entitled to ?’’ 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
registered on 4-6-96 and notices were issued to the parties. 
But nobody appeared for the workman. Instead an 
application bearing No. 3 was received on 20-12-2004 
purporting to be moved by the workman wherein it is 
mentioned that he has been taken back in the employment 
of the management. By the aforesaid application, the 
workman requested for the withdrawal of the reference. 
The above application and non-appearance of the 
workman clearly indiacate that the workman does not 
want to prosecute this reference. 
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3. Under the above circumstanes, No Dispute Award 
is passed without any order as to costs. 

4. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India. Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

31 2005 

^T. 3Tlf1568.—faqp; 3lfaftqil, 1947 (194? 
^5114 ) MKi 17 3 i^-k u I Inlci^t 

% 3R«tc15r % <4>4fchKT % 

4)m, 3T3®fH4t [qq|<f4 W=til{ ■3?l'EjlPi =t> 

3 rfti c ti< u i/¥r j T <ruap* % MMi<i (iitr 4 4 ©hi 142/02, 

145/02, 16/03, 17/03, 18/03, 77/03) M^lfVRT W) t, 

^ 4 H«hK 31 -3-2005 urer ^ 3 ir «n i 

[31. T3yT-14012/13/2002-3n£ 3TR. (^. ^.); 
13^1-14012/11/2002-31li 3TK. (^t %); 
1?eT-14012/37/2002-31^. 3TR. (-s). tj.); 
1^-14012/39/2002-31^. 31K. (^t. ^.); 
T^cT-14012/40/2002-311^. 31R. ('5t ^); 
1^-14012/18/2003-31^. 3U1. (^I. ^)] 
3 >ci<{1m TPT i^i, stftcbKl 
New Delhi, the 31st March, 2005 

S.O. 1568.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. Nos. 142/ 
02. 145/02, 16/03, 17/03, 18/03, 77/03) of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Lucknow 
now as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
Indian Militaty Academy and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 31-3-2005. 

[Nos. L-14012/13/2002-IR (DU); 
L-14012/11/2002-IR (DU); 
L-14012/37/2002-IR (DU); 
L-14012/39/2002-IR (DU); 
L-14012/40/2002-IR (DU); 
L-14012/18/2003-IR (DU); 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 
PRESENT : 

Shrikant Shukla, Presiding Officer 
1. L D. No. 142/2002 

Ref. No. L-14012/13/02-IR(DU), dt. 1-8-02 
BETWEEN : 

Sri Gajendra Singh. S/o Sh. Amar Nath, 

Village, Jolly Grant (Upper), 

P.O. Jolly Grant (Upper), 

Dehradun. 


AND 

The Commandant, 

Indian Military Academy, 

P. O. Rangar Walla, 

Dehradun 

2. L D. No. 145/2002 

Ref. No. L-14012/ll/02-IR(DU),»dt. 1-8-02 

BETWEEN: 

Sri Govind Singh, 

S/o Roop Singh Bisht. 

Village Barrowalla, 

P. O. Barrowalla, 

Dehradun 

AND 

The Commandant, 

Indian Military Academy, 

P. O. Rangar Walla, 

Dehradun 

3.1. D. No. 16/2003 

Ref. No. L-14012/37/02-IR(DU), dt. 21-10-02 

BETWEEN : 

Sri Kalli Ram, S/o Ram Swarup. 

R/o Panditwari, P. O. Prem Nagar, 

Dehradun. 

AND 

The Commandant 
Indian Military Academy, 

P. O. Rangar Walla, 

Dehradun 

4. L D. No. 17/2003 

Ref. No. L-14012/39/02-IR(DU), dt. 21-10-02 

BETWEEN : 

Sri Jai Ram, S/o Sh. Radhey Shyam. 

R/o Village Gorakhpur, 

P. O. Prem Nagar, 

Dehradun. 

AND 

The Commandant, 

Indian Military Academy, 

P. O. Rangar Walla, 

Prem Nagar, Dehradun 
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5,1. D. No. 18/2003 


Ref. No. L-14012/40/02 -IR(DU). dt. 21-10-02 
BETWEEN : 

Sri Sachin Kumar, S/o Late Sh. Rajinder Singh, 
R/o Village. Panditwari. P. O. Prem Nagar, 
Dehradun 

AND 

The Commandant, 

Indian Military Academy. 

P. O. Rangar Walla. 

Prem Nagar. Dehradun 

6. I. D. No. 77/2003 

Ref. No. L-14012/18/03-IR(DU). dt. 21-7-03 


BETWEEN: 

SriVijay Kumar, S/o Sh. Ram Kishore, 

R/o H. No. 23/A, Mohanpur, 

P. O. Prem Nagar, 

Dehradun 

AND 

The Commandant, 

Indian Military Academy, 

P. O. Rangar Walla, 

Prem Nagar, Dehradun. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour has 
referred the dispute regarding legality of termination of 
following workers w.e.f. dates mentioned against them 
vide order mentioned against them : 


SI. No. Name F/o Name Date of termination Reference order 


1. Gajendra Singh 

Amar Nath 

4-8-01 

L-14012/13/02-IR 

DU, dt. 1-8-02 

2. Govind Singh Bisht 

Roop Singh Bisht 

13-6-01 

L-14012/11 /02-IR 

DU. dt. 1-8-02 

3. Kalli Ram 

Ram Swarup 

9-12-2000 

L-14012/37/02-IR 

DU. dt. 21-10-2000 

4 Jai Ram 

Radhey Shyam 

14-12-2000 

L-14012/39/02-IR 

DU, dt. 21-10-02 

5. Sachin Kumar 

Rajinder Singh 

11-8-01 

L-140I2/40/02-IR 

DU. dt. 21-10-02 

6. Vijay Kumar 

Ram Kishore 

10-12-2000 

L-14012/18/03-IR 

DU, dt. 31-7-03 


According to Gajendra Singh he was employed as 
Waiter as per following details: 


1. 1999 

18-1-1999 

to 

25-05-1999 

2. 2000 

22-7-2000 

to 

09,12-2000 

3. 2001 

21-1-2001 

to 

04-08-2001 


According to Gajendra Singh he was terminated 
without any prior to 4-8-2001 and has alleged that he 
has worked for more than 240 days and he is protected 
under 1. D. Act. 1947. 

Govind Singh Bisht has alleged in his statement of 
claim that he has worked in Indian Military Academy as 
GC Orderly from 21 -7-98 to 12-6-2001 as per the details 
below : 


1 . 

1998 

21-7-98 

to 

12-12-98 

2. 

1999 

18-1-99 

to 

12-06-99 

■*> 

J. 

2000 

14-4-2000 

to 

14-12-2000 

4. 

2001 

18-1-01 

to 

12-06-01 


Govind Singh Bisht has also alleged that he worked 
more than 240 days and has been discharged without 
following the provisions of the I. D. Act, 1947. 

Kalli Ram has alleged in his statement of claim 
that he worked as GC Orderlv/Mashalchi w.e.f. 10-2-98 


to 18-12-2000 as 

per details below: 

1. 1998 

10-02-98 

to 

13-06-98 (as G. C. 
Orderly) 

2. 1999 

18-01-99 

to 

12-06-99 (as 
Mashalchi) 

3. 1999 

16-07-99 

to 

11-12-99 

4. 2000 

22-06-2000 

to 

8-12-2000 (as 
Mashalchi) 


Kalli Ram has alleged that he had worked 
continuously about 752 days which is against the 
provision of various provisions of I. D. Act. 1947. 

Jai Ram has alleged in his statement of claim that 
he worked as Cook with Indian Military Academy w.e.f. 
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15-7-99 to 14-12-2000 and his services have been 
discontinued illegally against the provision of I. D. Act, 
1947. the details which are reproduced below : 

1. 1999 15-07-1999 to 11-12-1999 

2. 2000 10-01-2000 to 24-06-2000 

3. 2000 22-07-2000 to 13-12-2000 

Jai Ram has alleged that he has been continusously 
engaged for 462 days and since he has worked for more 
than 240 days he is protected employee under I. D. Act, 
1947. 

Sachin Kumar has alleged in his statement of claim 
that he worked as GC Orderly w.e.f. 16-7-99 and was 
discharged on 10-08-01 thus he has worked for more than 
240 days but he has been retrenched without observing 
the provisions of I. D. Act, 1947, the details he has 
mentioned as follows : 


1. 1999 

16-7-99 

to 

12-12-1999 

2. 2000 

14-1-2000 

to 

24-06-2000 

3. 2000 

22-7-2000 

to 

19-12-2000 

4. 2001 

21-1-2001 

-to 

10-08-2001 


Vijav Kumar has alleged in his statement of claim 
that he worked as GC Orderly in Indian Military Academy 
from 10-2-98 to 9-12-2000 but he was discharged on 
10-12-2000 without following the provisions of the I.D. 
Act. 47. The details he has given as under: 

1. 1998 10-02-1998 to 18-03-1998 

2. 1998 01-08-1998 to 30-09-1998 

3. 1999 22-08-1999 to 04-12-1999 

4. 2000 07-01-2000 to 07-06-2000 

5. 2000 22-07-2000 to 09-12-2000 

According to the allegations in statement of claim 
it is alleged that juniors have been engaged continuously 
and new hands have been engaged, to denote the cessation 
of w ork that the engagement of the juniors on the same 
muster-rolls prepared which is nothing but artificial 
breaks in order to break in the continuity of the work of 
the applicant. 

They ha ve also alleged that they were duly entitled 
for continuation in service till age of 60 years and their 
discharge is illegal, wrong, ultra vires and in-operative 
on the workers and against the provisions of the I. D. 
Act. They have also alleged that they should be treated 
continued in the services of India Military Academy from 
the date of their discharge. It is also alleged that the names 
of the workers were intentionally deleted while juniors 
to the w orkers were continued and more over the juniors 


and fresh persons were regularised which is against the 
provisions of I. D. Act , 1947. The workers have therefore 
prayed reinstatement from the date of their discharge and 
provide full back wages from the date of discharge. They 
have also requested for regularising their services and 
the worker be given permanent status on the post they 
were working. The workers have a’, c prayed for seniority 
and damages. 

The opposite party has filed written statement 
alleging there in that Indian Military Academy being 
Central Government Office does not fall under the I. D. 
Act, 1947. For any redressal of grievances, the Govt, of 
India has constituted the Central Administrative Tribunal 
(CAT) for Central Govt. Employees. As such the cases 
does not fall under the jurisdiction of this Tribunal. It is 
also alleged that the I. M. A. is neither industry nor 
workers are industrial w orker and they were not employed 
through Employment Exchange but they were engaged 
for casual nature of work. It is also alleged that they were 
employed at intermittent priod not exceeding 24 days in 
a month. As such question of conciliation for contin mg 
of their service does not arise, ft is also alleged that casual 
labours are not engaged for vacations in summer/winter 
for 60 days. It is further submitted that the services of 
casual labours are required on purely on daily basis as 
and when required and their services were dispensed with 
as the same were no longer required. The I. D. Act. 1947 
is not applicable to the workers who have filed the 
statement of claim and Indian Military Academy has not 
discontinued the services of individual illegally and 
arbitrarily. Workers were employed on contractual basis. 
As such giving a notice prior to discontinuance of services 
was not required necessary. It is denied that the workers 
were employed continuously un-interruptedly. It is 
submitted by the opposite party that the worker were 
discharged from their services due to decrease of GCs 
strength and their services were no longer required as 
such they are not entitled for back wages. Denying the 
allegations of artificial breaks opposite party has stated 
that it was not a artificial breaks but mandatory vacation 
period of the Academy. It has also been submitted that 
the workers were employed as casual labour on daily wage 
basis their names were not called from or sponsored by 
the Employment Exchange at the time of casual 
engagement, and their services does riot cover under 
Central Civil Services. Casual labour are engaged for 
immediate requirement basis depending upon.decrease/ 
increase strength of GCS and work load of casual nature. 
Hence it is riot necessary to re-engage the applicant as 
casual labour. So far the engagement of the regular 
workers is concerned it is alleged that casual labours are 
permitted to compete alongwith another candidate for 
regular employment. The worker has filed rejoinder in 
which the allegations of statement of claim were re¬ 
iterated. 


1180GI/05—18 
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The worker has been cross examined by the 
representative of opposite party Major Ramesh Chandra 
and the opposite party has examined Maj. Ramesh 
Chandra who has been cross-examined by the worker’s 
representative except in i. D. Case No. 18/2003 between 
Sachin Kumar and I. M. A. where Ramesh Chandra has 
not been cross-examined. 

Opposite party has filed photocopies of orders 
passed in various cases which are as follows : 

1. Photocopy of order dt. 18-11-97 passed in 930/ 
97 Dilip Kumar Sharma & others Vs. Union of 
India and others by Central Administrative 
Tribunal. Allahabad. 

2. Copy of order passed by Hon’ble High Court 
dt. 27-11-97 in Civil Misc. Petition No. 39737/ 

97 on the petition of Satish Kumar Vs. State of 
U. P. & others by the Allahabad High Court. 

3. Order of Hon’ble High Court Allahabad 
dt. 16-12-97 passed in civil misc. W. P. No. 
42116/97. Kailash Chandra Vs. State of U. P. & 
others. 

4. Order of Hon ble High Court dt. 1-12-1999 
passed in civil misc. Writ Petition No. 11867/ 

98 Kailash Chandra & Dilip Sharma Vs. Union 
of India & others. 

5. Order of Hon’ble High Court dt. 15-9-03 passed 
in writ petition 117/01 Arun Kumar Sharma, 
Madan Lai Vs. Union of India and others. 

The Management of Indian Military Academy has 
also filed the photocopy of general forecast of events. 

The management has also furnished photocopy of 
daily parade gentleman cadets dated 1-10-2001. 

Heard learned representatives of the parties and 
perused the evidence on record. 

The first objection taken in written statement by 
the opposite party is that these cases arc not covered under 
I. D. Act. 47 as Indian Military Academy is not a industry 
but it has sovereign function of the state. 

Arguing the case the representative of the opposite 
party has stated that Indian Military Academy is 
providing training to the cadets who arc aspirants of 
commission in Army and this is a sovereign function of 
the state. The opposite party has also argued that the 
Indian Military Academy is concerned with imparting 
training to the commissioned officer which is not 
available to them in any educational institute. The 
candidates who are forwarded for training in this institute 
called as gentleman cadets and to meet the requirement 
of training of gentleman cadets casual workers arc 
engaged for the period of training only and as soon as 
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passing out parade takes place the casual employees which 
are engaged are dispensed with. It is also argued that the 
Indian Military Academy is sole institution for providing 
training to the army officer. The opposite patty 
representative Maj. Ramesh Chandra has also argued that 
the strength of gentleman cadets keep on fluctuating. 
Sometime it increases sometime it decreases and to meet 
the requirement due to increase strength of gentleman 
cadets casual labours are engaged. 

It is also argued that the Indian Military Academy 
is prime institute of the Government Of India which is a 
very sensitive institute and the regular vacancies are filled 
only after advertisement ih the newspapers and after test 
and interview, the candidates are selected for the post of 
GC orderly etc. and some of the workers applied in the 
recruitment but most of them did not sticceed in the 
selection Shd therefore this Tribunal can not force the 
Indian Military Academy to retain such casual employees 
who have not been recruited by adopting the prescribed 
procedure, 

The argument of the opposite party finds support 
with that all evidence of the workers It has been admitted 
by the Vljay Kumar in his cross-examination that 
Vacancies were published in the newspapers in 2001 irt 
which he applied but he could not be selected. 

Vljay Kumar has also admitted in his cross- 
examination that as soon as training of gentleman cadets 
is over casual labours are dis-engaged. He has also 
admitted that it is only Indian Military Academy which 
provides training to the army officers and there is no 
other institute which can provide training to the army 
officers. 

Maj. Ramesh Chandra has stated in his cross- 
examination that whatever vacancies exists the same is 
• advertised in the newspapers and after test and interview 
the candidates are selected by the selection committee 
and accordingly the appointments are made. He has also 
stated that for all categories there are rules. He has 
admitted that at present 14 posts arc v acant for w hich 
the government has been approached for sanction and in 
case the workers apply, the same shall be considered. He 
has also stated in cross-examination no seniority list is 
meant for casual labours. 

The representative of the worker has strongly 
argued that the function of the opposite party is that of 
industry'. Its employees general Orderlies, Masalchi and 
Cook and such trade workers are also employed in other 
industries and therefore the Indian Military Academy be 
considered as industry' and the workers were industrial 
workers. 

I come to the conclusion that the Indian Military 
Academy is engaged in a activity' of providing specialised 
training to the gentleman cadets of the Armed forces and 
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after the passing out parade they are conferred the 
commission. It is only prime institute for providing 
training which is not available elsewhere. It is very 
sensitive institution therefore I come to the conclusion 
that Indian Military Academy is not engaged in a activity 
which can be called business, trade or manufacture. It is 
a institute discharging government functions for the 
defence of the country and therefore it is sovereign 
function of the state. The opposite party has relied on 
195)7 (li) LLJ page 625 Physical Research Laboratory 
Vs, K : 0. Sharma of the Hon’ble High Court and I rely 
on the said case law. The parties of this institute is 
engaged in specialised i.e training to the army officers 
and therefore I come to the conclusion that the Indian 
Military Academy is not a industry and therefore the 
workers are not covered under the I. D.. Act, 1947. 

In the present case the engagement of the persons 
for casual work is only when the gentlemen cadets come 
to the institution for training and in case there is no 
training the casual labours are not required aqd therefore 
they arc djs-engaged. It can be inferred from all the 
circumstances, the engagements of these workers for 
casual nature of work only for the period of gentlemen 
cadets training and their services automatically dispensed 
with after training. 

It is also pertinent to mention here that whenever 
the vacancy arises the workes are permitted to participate 
in the open selection which is conducted by the selection 
committee the candidates after tested and interviewed 
suitable persons are selected, Workers if qualify in the 
said test and interview are selected. 

In the present circumstances I rely on the judgement 
published in 2002-III LLJ page 469 of High Court, Kerala 
between President Peroorkada Cooperative Bank, 
Trivandrum Vs. S. Sheena & Others wherein it has been 
held that engagement for persons for casual work to'audit 
and accounts on daily wages for intermittent periods. 
Denial of work to some held could not be held 
retrenchment. Hon’ble High Court observed that the 
workers did not under go the selection process. There 
was. therefore, no retrenchment within the meaning of 
the I. D. Act. 1947. It is pertinent to mention here that 
Vijay Kumar was invited vide letter No. D. 95206/Casual/ 
Estt.-I, dt. 19-11-04 for job with immediate effect but he 
did not join the duties instead he refused. The worker 
has stated during argument that after employing the 
worker he shall be again retrenched therefore he was 
willing to Join only when he was appointed on regular 
basis. The issue does not relates to regularisation of the 
workers and the workers wilfully refused to join as casual 
labour. It is presumbed that they are gainfully employed 
somewhere else. 

Maj. Ramesh Chandra has stated that Sachin 
Kumar was offered employment on casual labour 


% Rs. 84 per day time and again vide letters dt. 4-12-04. 
19-12-04, 11-1-05 and 29-1-05. But the worker has not 
turned up for employment. There is no satisfactory 
explanation from the workers as to why he has not turned 
up for employment. This shows that Sachin Kumar is 
gainfully employed elsewhere. 

The representative of the opposite party Maj. 
Ramesh Chandra has argued that Jai Ram the other 
worker was also offered employment of casual labour vide 
letters dt. 4-12-04, 19-12-04. 11-1-05 and 29-1-05. But 
worker has denied to join the job. Workers representative 
stated that worker denied because he was not given offer 
of appointment as regular worker. Opposite party 
representative stated that workers can not claim to be 
given offer of appointment as regular employee. 

In the case of Kalli Ram the opposite party 
representative have stated that he too was offered the 
appointment as casual labour but he did not turn up to 
work as casual labour. He has therefore argued that worker 
is gainfully employed somewhere else therefore he is not 
interested to work as casual labour. 

Similarly in the case of Govind Singh Maj. Ramesh 
Chandra has stated that the worker Govind Singh was 
also offered employment as casual labour at various 
occasions through written letters but he did not turn up 
therefore it should be presumed that worker Govind Singh 
is gainfully employed elsewhere. 

On the discussions above I come to the conclusion 
that the workers who have filed different statement of 
claim are not industrial worker and the opposite party 
India Military Academy is not industry and trade business 
disengagement is not illegal or unjustified. Workers are 
not entitled for any relief. Award accordingly. 

Lucknow 

22-3-2005' 

SHRIKANT SHUKLA. Presiding Officer 
f^cvri), 31 -1 iri, 2005 

MiT. 311. 1569.—sftftlPlMi STfMftfMM, 1947 (1947 
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% MMMMM % M>4m>I< 1 Mi 4N, 

Mpptq ft’ aftftiftiM? fftMiM ft wtirc sMfw 

MtfMMiWSm •MIMkrPI, Nielli (fttrftft^H 11/2001) 
Mil MMilfylM Mrttft %, '3ft HfMiTTMil 30-3-2005 Mil MTM 

■§31T «T1| 

[ft. TTcT-12012/479/2001 -3fl£ 3TR. (ftf. I)] 
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New Delhi, the 31st March, 2005 

S.O. 1569. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 11/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the 
Annexure. in the Industrial dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Bijapur Gramina Bank 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 30-3-2005. 

[No. L-12012/479/200l-IR(B-I)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, BANGALORE 

Dated, 18th March. 2005 

PRESENT: 


Shri A. R. Siddiqui. Presiding Officer 

C. R. No. 11/2001 


I Party 

II Party 

Sri B. S. Kirangi. 

The Chairman. 

Yankachi P. 0., 

Bijapur Gramina Bank. 

Sindagi Taluk. 

Viveknagar West. 

Bijapur District. 

BIJAPUR (PO)-586101 

BIJAPUR-586101 

Karnataka 

Appearances : 

I Party : 

M. Rama Rao, 

General Secretary' 

II Party : 

K. G. N. Prasad/B C 
Prabhakar Advocate 

AWARD 


1. The Central Government by exercising the 
powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and 
Sub-section 2 A of the Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. 1947 has referred this dispute vide Order No. L 
12012/479/2001-IR(B-I) dated 05-02-2001 for 
adjudication on the following schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of Bijapur Gramina Bank, 
Head Office, Bijapur is justified in imposing the 
punishment of dismissal from service on Shri B. 
S. Kirangi.applicant is justified ? If not. what relief 
the workman is entitled ?” 

2. A Charge Sheet dated 08-10-1998 was issued 
to the I party workman as under: 

“Para 1 : That while working in our Golageri 
branch since 29-06-1994 as Messenger-cum- 


sw'eeper, on or about 06-07-1998 you received cash 
of Rs. 2,000 from Sri G. C. Math for crediting to 
his S. B. Account No. 2543. But you did not credit 
the said amount to Bank cash account and mis- 
utilised Rs. 2.000 for your benefits. Thus you mis- 
utilised the customers money for your personal use 
by falsifying bank records. 

Para 2 : That on or about 01-08-1998 you received 
cash of Rs. 1.200 from Sri C. D. Bure for crediting 
to his S. B. Account No. 62. After receiving the 
cash you entered in the pass book No. 62 
unauthorisedly and raised the balance. But you did 
not credit the cash to S. B. Account No 62 and 
retained with you unauthorisedly and mis-utilised 
the said amount for your personal use. 

Thus you mis-utilised an amount of Rs. 1.200 
received from the party for your personal use and 
falsified the Bank records. 

Para 3 : That on or about 08-06-1998 and 08-07- 
1998 you received Rs. 200 each from Sri N. G. 
Handral for crediting toP, D. Account No. 458 of 
Kumari Anusuya. After receiving the said amount 
you made entry in the P. D. Pass Book No. 458 in 
the respective months unauthorisedly. But did not 
credit the said amount to Bank cash account and 
mis-utilised the said amount for your personal use. 

“Thus you misappropriated the depositors money 
for your personal use. by falsifying Bank records. 

Para 4 : That on 11-06-1998 and 01-07-1998 you 
received Rs. 200 and Rs. 300 respectively from Sri 
S. S. Kori for crediting to his loan account No. RT 
22/96. After receiving the said amount you issued 
counter foil unauthorisedly. You prepared the 
counter foil, affixed 'Cash Received' seal and 
signed in the place provided for the signatures of 
Cashier and Manager. After forging Cashier and 
Manager’s signture and affixing 'cash Received’ 
seal you issued counter foil to Sri S. S. Kori. for 
having credited the amount to party’s loan account. 
You have not credited the said amount to loan 
account soon after receiving the same and mis- 
utilised for your personal benefit. The said amount 
was credited by you to loan account No. 22/96 on 
22-08-1998 

Thus you mis-utilised an amount of Rs. 500 
received from Sri S. S. Kori for your personal 
benefit. You issued counter foil by forging Cashier 
and Manager’s signatures and affixing ‘cash 
Received' seal and falsified the records of the Bank. 

Para 5 : That you received Rs. 500 from Sri 
Shivanna R. Moodalbai R/o Golageri for crediting 
to his P. D. Account No. 414 towards the 
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instalments of June and July 1998 of Rs. 250 each. 
But you did not credit the said amount to the party’s 
P.D. Account No. 4141 immediately in the 
respective months. You temporarily mis-utilised 
said amount for your personal use and credited the 
same to Bank Account on 14-08-1998. 

Thus you mis-utilised an amount of Rs. 500 given 
by the party' for your personal benefit. 

Para 6 : That on 17-07-1998 you received cash of 
Rs. 1100 from Sri Vishnu Malakappa Bailapattar 
R/o Golageri to credit to his P. D. Account No. 451. 
After receiving the cash neither you credited the 
same to his P. D. A/c. nor Bank’s cash account. 
You retained the said amount with you 
unauthorisedly and temporarily mis-appropriated 
for your personal use. 

You received an amount of Rs. 1100 from Sri V. 
M. Railapattar on 17-07-1998 and retained with 
you un-authorisedlv and credited the same to party’s 
P. D. Account No. 451 on 22-08-1998. Thus you 
temporarily mis-appropriated said amount for your 
personal use. 

That in the process, you failed to observe, comply 
with and obey all orders and directions of the Bank. 
You also failed to serve the Bank honestly and 
faithfully and use your utmost endeavour to 
promote the interest of the Bank and conducted 
yourself in a manner in violation ofRegulation No. 
17 and 19 of the Bijapur Grameena Bank Staff 
Sen ice Regulations 1983.” 

3. After the reply given by the I party to the said 
charge sheet, the Domestic Enquiry was ordered against 
him and on the basis of the findings recorded by the 
Enquiry Officer holding the I part}’ guilty of the aforesaid 
charges, the Disciplinary Authority dismissed the I party 
from his services. 

4 Aggrieved by the aforesaid dismissal order, the 
I part}' appears to have preferred an appeal and that came 
to be rejected by the Appellate Authority. Then he raised 
an Industrial Dispute and the reference on hand came to 
be made to this tribunal by the Government of India. 

5 Before this tribunal, the I party filed his claim 
statement with the averments that the order of dismissal 
passed against him is liable to be set aside for the reasons 
that he did not know English language and whereas the 
Enquiry Proceedings were conducted against him in 
English turning down his request to conduct the same in 
Kannada Language though all along he made 
representation to the Management in Kannada Language 
only. He contended that he was placed under suspension 
unilaterally and his request to pass an order of suspension 
in Kannada Language was not considered. He contended 
that the Manager threatened him and demanded 


resignation from him in case he did not act as per his 
directions and that believing the words of the Manager 
that he will be continued in the employment he put the 
signature as per his directions. Therefore, the admission 
of guilt by the I party by taking his signature was under 
the threats given by the Management. He contended that 
charge sheet was issued to him in English Language and 
on the assurance given by the Management he alone 
attended the enquiry not knowing that he could have taken 
the assistance of Defence Representative. He signed the 
Enquiry Proceedings believing the words of the Manager 
and he was furnished’ with the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer, which were again in English Language, and 
therefore he could not understand the findings of the 
Enquiry Officer. He was not permitted to take the 
assistance of Defence Representative and therefore he was 
not given an opportunity ^o cross-examine the 
Management witness. The I party further stated that he 
has rendered 14 years of clean service with a clean record 
and therefore the Management has caused injustice to 
him in removing him from service by way of dismissal 
order. He contended that the Domestic Enquiry was 
conducted against the established principles of law and 
against the principles of Natural Justice and that his 
suspension during the course of enquiry was illegal. He 
contended that due to the impugned punishment order 
he and his family members are suffering and that he has 
not been gainfully employed though made efforts to seek 
the job after he his dismissal from service. Therefore, 
the I party requested this tribunal to set aside the dismissal 
order and to reinstate him into service without 
consequential benefits. 

6. The Management by its counter statement, 
however, denied almost all the aforesaid averments made 
by the I party in his claim statement however not 
disputing the fact that the I party was placed under 
suspension during the course of enquiry and suspension 
order was in English. It also did not dispute the fact that 
the charge sheet was issued in English, proceedings of 
enquiry were conducted in English and findings of the 
enquiry was also were rendered in English. The 
Management however, disputed the fact that the I party 
did not know English Language and that he made a 
request either with the Management nor with the Enquiry' 
Officer to pass suspension order in Kannada Language 
to Conduct the enquiry in Kannada Language order to 
furnish enquiry findings in Kannada Language. The 
Management contended that the I party in the very first 
instance while giving his reply to the charge sheet in his 
own words admitted the charges of misappropriation of 
funds belonging to the bank and therefore question of I 
party not understanding the charges made in English did 
not arise. The Management contended that despite the 
admission of guilt by the I party it thought it proper to 
give reasonable opportunity' to the I party' to defend 
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himself and therefore ordered an Domestic Enquiry 
against him; that the I party was read over and explained 
with the charges by the Enquiry Officer once again 
admitted the misconduct committed by him and just to 
afford fair and reasonable opportunity to the I party, the 
Enquiry Officer thought it proper to call upon the 
Management to lead oral and documentary evidence in 
support of the charges levelled against the I party; that 
the Management to be on the safer side therefore lead 
oral evidence of three witnesses, examined as MW 1 to 
MW 3 and got marked in all 35 documents at Ex. MD 1 
to Ex. MD 35; that the I party was called upon to cross- 
examine those witnesses but declined to do so once again 
admitting the charges of misconduct. It is for the same 
reason he also did not lead any evidence on his part 
though opportunity was given to him by the Enquiry' 
Officer. Therefore on the conclusion of the enquiry'. 
Enquiry Officer submitted his findings holding the 
w orkman guilty of the charges and based on the findings, 
the 1 party was dismissed from service. His appeal against 
the dismissal order was rejected. Therefore, the 
Management contended that Enquiry Proceedings 
conducted against the 1 party is in accordance with the 
principles of natural justice giving fair and proper 
opportunity to him to defend himself and therefore it 
cannot be said that enquiry' w as in violation of principles 
of natural justice or that findings of the enquiry' suffered 
from any perversity, much less, to contend that order of 
dismissal was illegal and punishment was 
disproportionate. 

7. Keeping in view the pleadings of the respective 
parties with regard to the validity and fairness or 
otherwise of the Enquiry Proceedings, my learned 
predecessor in the first instance took up the above said 
question by w ay of preliminary issue. The management 
examined the Enquiry Officer as MW 1 and got marked 
5 documents at Ex. M-l to Ex. M-5. On his part the 
I party examined himself as WW 1 and in his cross- 
examination other 3 documents namely Ex. M-6 to Ex. 
M-8 w ere marked on behalf of the Management. After 
hearing the learned counsel for the respective parties my 
learned predecessor on 21-03-2003 answered the above 
said issue in favour of the Management holding that the 
enquiry is fair and proper. 

8. 1 have heard the learned Shri M. R. R. 
representing the I party and learned counsel for the 
management Shri K. G. N. Prasad for B. C. Prabhakar 
on merits of the case including the perversity of the 
findings and quantum of punishment. 

9. Shri M. R. R. vehemently argued that the entire 
process of issuing of the charge sheet to the 1 party', 
holding of the enquiry, adducing oral and documentary 
ev idence during the course of enquiry and the findings 
passed thereon were all in violation of Principles of 
Natural Justice inasmuch as. 1 party was victimized by 


the Management taking undue advantage of his illiteracy 
and his subordination to the then Mapager of thp branch 
obtaining his signature over certain papers amounting to 
admission of guilt by the I party. Learned Representative 
submitted that the proceedings conducted by the 
Management from the date of issuing the charge sheet 
and culmination of the Enquiry Proceedings resulting 
into the impugned punishment' order were qll done in 
English Language not understood by the I party and 
thereby there was a miscarriage of justice crept in 
rendering the I party jobless after he served thp 
Management with all honesty and sincerity for about a 
period of 14 years. His next contention vyas that the 
I party has nothing to do with the charges of misconduct 
levelled against him as he was not an official supposed 
to deal with Cash transactions of the Bank so as to receiv e 
amounts from various customers of the bank and to be 
accounted for in the records maintained by the Bank, he 
being a 4th grade employee working as a Messenger. 
Therefore, when the I party was not at all the custodian 
of the Cash transactions, it was wrong for the 
Management to hold responsible for the alleged charges 
of misconduct that too, letting off the cashier and other 
staff members of the bank involved in the matter. 

10. Whereas, learned counsel for the management 
vehemently argued that the charges of misconduct were 
proved aginst the I party not only in the admissions made 
by him as per his letter at Ex M-6 and Ex M-7. but also 
during the course of enquiry before the Enquiry' Officer. 
Those charges were also established by the Management 
by adducing very' cogent and sufficent evidence in the 
statements of MW 1 and MW 3 and documents at Ex. 
MD 1 to MD 35. Therefore, the I party now cannot be 
allowed to contend that the yvhole process of enquiry \vas 
bereft of legal sanctity 7 or in violation of principles of 
natural justice taking an after thought contention that he 
knew only Kannada and not English language, 
particularly when he admitted the guilt in his own writing 
and signatures that too made in Kannada language itself. 
Learned counsel further argued that keeping in view the 
documentary' and oral evidence produced in the enquiry 
and cogent and valid reasonings given bv the Enquiry 
Officer holding the workman guilty of the charges, it can 
never be said that the findings of the Enquiry Office! 
suffered from any perversity. He further contended that 
keeping in view the gravity of the misconduct committed 
by the 1 party not on one occasion but on several occasions 
misappropriating the funds of the bank, punishment of 
dismissal was the only the way out for the Management 
and therefore no sympathy could be shown to the party 7 
keeping in view the fact that the Management bank is 
supposed to be the custodian of the public jnoney to be 
taken care of by the Officials of the Management itself. 
After having gone through the records, I find substance 
in the arguments advanced on behalf of the Management. 
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11. Keeping in view the findings recorded by this 
tribunal holding that the Domestic Enquiry conducted 
against the I party by the II party is fair and proper, the 
scope available to the I party to come out of the clutches 
of the impugned dismissal order was by way of 
establishing before this tribunal that findings of the 
enquiry on fact suffered from any perversity. The 
arguments advanced for the I party once again 
challenging the Enquiry Proceedings are not at all 
available to him after finding was recorded by this tribunal 
on the said point. As far as perversity of the findings is 
concerned it is very much interesting to note that no¬ 
where in the claim statement, the I party has challenged 
or attacked the findings of the enquiry as suffering from 
any sort of illegality-or perversity. Throughout the claim 
statement he was very much content with the averments 
challenging the Enquiry Proceedings. The learned 
representative of the I party in his arguments also could 
not highlight or point out any defect with the findings of 
the Enquiry Officer either on the ground that there was 
no sufficient and legal evidence available .on record or 
that the reasonings assigned by the enquiry officer were 
not cogent and valid having reference to the evidence 
brought on record. In order to see whether the findings 
of the Enquiry Officer are supported by sufficient and 
legal evidence, it appears to me worthwhile to bring on 
record the observations and the reasonings given by the 
Enquiry Officer on each of the charge of misconduct 
levelled against the I party, as under; 

CHARGE NO. 01 : 

In support of the charge, the Presenting Officer has 
filed seven documents MD 1 to MD 7 and two 
witnesses. Shri B. S. Kirangi has not produced any 
documents and witnesses in defence. 

The deposition by the MW 1 and MW 2 goes on 
record unrebutted as the charge sheeted employee 
has not cross-examined the MW 1 and MW 2. The 
deposition bv the MW 1 is supported by the 
documents MD 1 to MD 3 and MD 5 to MD 7 The 
deposition by MW 2 is also supported by MD 4 to 
MD 7. the Management documents MD 1 and MD 
2 arc the letters given by Sri B. S. Kirangi dated 
03-08-1998 and 24-10-1998 respectively confessing 
the misappropriation by him. MD 3 confirms that 
Sri P. C. Hunakunti received to SB 2543 the cash 
of Rs. 2.000 only on 24-08-1998. The slip is signed 
by Sri B. S. Kirangi for having credited Rs. 2,000 
to SB A/c. No. 2543 on 24-08-1998. MD 6 is the 
Pass Book of SB 2543, wherein there are scratches 
on the credit entry of Rs. 2.000 and outstanding 
balance. MD 7 shows no entry after 07-08-1998. 
MD 4. the letter dated 13-08-1998 by MW 2 
supports the deposition of MW 2. Therefore the 
contents of the documents MD 1 to MD 7 and the 


deposition by MW. 1 and MW 2 corroborate and 
goes On record. The same is unrebutted by the 
defence. In turn, Shri B. S. Kirangi has voluntarily 
agreed for having misutilised Rs. 2,000 cash of 
Sri G. C. Math. Therefore Sri B. S. Kirangi has 
misappropriated the cash of Rs. 2,000 of the Bank’s 
customer. 

CHARGE NO; 02 : 

The Presenting Officer has filed 5 documents 
(MD 8 to MD 12) and produced one witness MW 1 
in support of the charge. Sri B. S. Kirangi has not 
produced any document/witnesses, in defence. 

The deposition by MW 1 goes on record unrebutted 
as the.MW 1 was not cross-examined by Sri B, S. 
Kirangi. The Management documents MD 8 to 
MD 12 support the deposition of the MW 1. MD 8 
is the letter by Shri C D. Bure, account holder of 
SB 62, which state that he had given cash to 
Sri B. S. Kirangi for crediting to SB A/c. and he 
had not credited, but given credit later. MD 9 is 
the letter dated 13-08-1998 of MW 1. The contents 
of this document corroborate the deposition by 
MW 1. It states that. Sri B. S. Kirangi took 
Rs. 1,200 from Sri C. D. Bure on 01-08-1998 for 
crediting to his SB A/c. No. 62 but did not credit 
up to 22-08-1998. Sri B. S. Kirangi has made 
scratches in the Pass Book (MD 11). He credited 
Rs. 400 on 22-08-1998 (MD 10). MD 12 is the 
ledger sheet. 

The deposition of MW 1. is corroborated by the 
Management documents MD 8 to MD 12. Since 
there is no cross-examination of MW 1 by Sri B. S. 
Kirangi, the deposition by MW 1, goes on record 
to support the charge No. 2. In turn, Sri B. S. 
Kirangi has agreed for misappropriating cash of 
Rs. 1,200 received from Sri C. D. Bure. 

CHARGE NO. 03 : 

The Management documents MD 13 to MD 21 
(eight documents) are filed by the Presenting Officer 
in support of the charges. The Presenting Officer 
has also produced three witnesses. MW 1 to MW 3 
in support of the charge. There is no witness and 
no document produced by Sri B. S. Kirangi in 
defence. 

MD 13. MD 15 and MD 14 are the letters dated 
13-08-1998 made and signed by the Management 
witnesses MW 1, MW 2 and MW 3 respectively. 
The contents of MD 13 support the deposition of 
MW 1. Likewise the contents of MD 15 and MD 
14 support the deposition by MW 2 and MW 3 
respectively'. MD 16 and MD 17 are credit slips 
dated08-08-1998 and MD 18 is the credit slip dated 
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22-08-1998. MD 19 is the PD Pass Book. MD 
20 A. B. C. are the Cash scrolls and MD 21 is the 
certified copy of the PD Ledger (A/c. No. 458). The 
transactions appearing in the documents MD 16 to 
MD 21 reveal that Sri B. S. Kirangi credited 
Rs 400 to Pd 458 on 22-08-1998. Sri B S. Kirangi 
has not credited the amount on 08-06-1998 and 
08-07-1998. these two entries made in the PD Pass 
Book and Ledger are false. In Pass Book he has 
forged the initials. 

Therefore the deposition by MW 1. MW 2 and 
MW 3 goes on record unrebutted as there was no 
cross-examination of these witnesses by Sri B. S. 
Kirangi. The deposition of witnesses and 
documents corroborate and confirm the 
misappropriation of Rs. 400 of Sri N G. Handrala 
by Sri B. S. Kirangi. Sri B. S. Kirangi has not 
denied the misappropriation and in turn has agreed 
for having misappropriated Rs. 400 of Sri N. G. 
Handrala. He has rccredited Rs. 400 to Bank on 
22-08-1998. 

CHARGE NO. 04 : 

Five documents (MD 22 to MD 26) were filed and 
3 witnesses were produced by the Presenting Officer 
in support of the Charge. The chargesheeted 
employee has not produced any document/witness 
in defence. 

The deposition by MW 1. MW 2 and MW ? 
corroborate each other. MD 22 is a letter of 
Sri B. S. Kori. The contents of this letter is 
supported by the deposition by MW 1 and MW 2. 
MD 23. MD 24 are the counterfolios for Rs. 200 & 
Rs.-300 each and show the signatures of Cashier 
and Manager w hich are forged by Sri B. S. Kirangi. 
MD 25 is credit slip for Rs. 500 dated 22-08-1998 
signed by Sri B S. Kirangi for ha vim, recredited 
the amount to RT 22/96. MD 26 is a ledger extract 
of RT 22/96 account. The contents of Management 
documents MD 22 to MD 26 are corroborated by 
tie deposition of MW 1. MW 2 and MW 3. 
Therefore Sri B. S. Kirangi misappropriated 
Ps. 500 of Sri B. S. Kori. He fi.rged the signatures 
on counterfolios. From the abov e it leads to believe 
that Sri B. S. Kirangi has misappropriated 
Rs 500 of Sri B. S. Kori which he recredited to RT 
A/c. No. 22/96 only on 22-08-1998. 

CHARGE NO. 05: 

The Presenting Officer has produced one witness 
(MW 1) and 05 documents (MD 27 to MD 31) in 
support of the charge. Sri B. S. Kirangi has not 
produced any witness documents in defence. 

MD 27 is the letter dated 14-08-1998 by Sri S. R. 
Marabhavi alleging that his amount of Rs. 500 


given to Sri B. S Kirangi not credited to his PD 
A/c No. 414. MD 29 is another letter dated 
22-08-1998 by SH S. R. Mahalabhavi stating that 
his PD Account recrcditcd on 14-08-1998. MD 28 
is credit slip dated 14-08-1998 showing credit of 
Rs. 500 to PD 414 MD 30 is cash scroll dated 
14-08-1998 and MD 31 ihc certified copy of PD 
414. showing credit of Rs ^(K' on 14-08-1998. The 
deposition by MW 1 corroborate the contents of 
MD 27 to MD 31. 

The deposition of MW 1 goes on record to confirm 
that Rs. 500 received by Sri B. S. Kirangi from 
Sri S R. Mahalbhavi was net credited to PD 414 
up to 14-08-1998 and he rccredited only on 
14-08-1998. The deposition goes on record 
unrcbuiied as there was no cross-examination by 
the chargesheeted employee. In turn. Sri B. S. 
Kirangi has agreed for misutilising the said amount. 
The deposition of MW 1 corroborate MD 27 to MD 
31. Hence it leads to believe that Sri B S. Kirangi 
has misutilised Rs. 500 of the customer. 

CHARGE NO. 06 : 

The Presenting Officer has filed 04 documents (MD 
32 to MD 35) and produced one witness (MW 1) 
in support of the charge. Sri B. S Kirangi has not 
produced any witnesses/documents in defence. 

MD 32 shows the credit of Rs. 1.100 to PD 451 or 
22-08-1998. The slip is signed by Sri B. S. Kirangi 
MD 33 letter by Sri V M Bailapattar stales that lie 
had paid Rs. 1.100 on 17-07-1998 to Sri B S. 
Kirangi for crediting to his PD 451 but he cred 
it only on.22-08-1998 MD 34 is certified cor 
PD 451. shows credit of Rs 1.100 on 22-08-1 8 

MD 35, the cash scroll also show the credit of 
Rs. 1,100 on 22-08-1998. 

The deposition by MW 1 corroborate the contents 
of MD 32 to MD 35. The deposition of MW 1 goes 
on record as there was not cross-examination by 
the Charge Sheeted employee. The deposition of 
MW 1 unrebutted by the defence The deposition 
of MW 1 and the documents MD 32 to MD 35 
confirm that Sri B. S. Kirangi has misutilised 
Rs. 1,100 of Sri V. M. Bailapattar from 17- f *7-1998 
to 22-08-1998. Sri B. S. Kirangi has also voluntarily 
disclosed the matter to MW 1 and agreed and 
recredited the amount misutilised by him • nerefore 
it leads to believe that Sri B. S. Kirangi misutilised 
Rs. 1,100 of Sri V. M. Bailapattar 

(16) The written arguments of Presenting Officer 
and the charge-sheeted employe^ are received. 

(17) On appreciation of all the oral and 
documcntarv evidences and the admittance of 
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charges by the Charge Sheeted employee on the 
foregoing pages, the reply to the issues framed by 
me is positive. 

(i) Sri B. S Kirangi has misutilised the amounts 
received by him for crediting to the accounts 
SB 2543. SB 62. PD 458. PD 414. PD 451 
and RT 22/96. 

(ii) Sri B S. Kirangi committed misutilisalion. 
cheating, forgery falsification of Bank 
records, misuse of official position. He 
violated Regulation Nos. 17 and 19 of Staff 
Sen ice Regulation of the Bank. 

1 find that all the charges vide Charge Sheet No. 
BGB/PER/468/98 dated 08-10-1998 are established 
against Sri B. S. Kirangi. By establishing all the 
charges, the Management has proved that Sri B. S. 
Kirangi has shown dcrclication of duty, acted 
detrimental to the interest of the Bank, cheated the 
customers and the Bank, misutilised customers and 
Bank's money, committed forgery, falsified Bank 
records, misused official position, revealing lack 
of sincerity, honesty and integrity. He violated 
Regulation Nos. 17 and 19 of Staff Service 
Regulations of the Bank 

Hence. 1 hold Sri B. S. Kirangi. Mcssengcr-cum- 
Swccper (Under suspension), guilty of all the 
charges vide Charge Sheet No. BGB/PER/468/98 
dated 08-10-1998.” 

12. Now therefore, in the light of the above, by no 
stretch of imagination it can be said that the findings 
suffered from perversity. To show that findings suffered 
from perversity it is to be substantiated by the I party that 
it was a case of No Evidence" or was a case of 
Insufficient Evidence' In the instant case, as noted 
above. Management examined three competent witnesses 
including the Manager of the concerned Branch as MW 
1 to MW 3 and as many as 35 documents were marked 
for the Management. As can be read from the Enquiry 
Proceedings at Ex. M4 and the enquiry Report at Ex M- 
5. three management w itnesses were examined in the 
presence of the I party w ith reference to the documents 
at Ex MD I to Ex MD .35. At the end of the every 
depositon of the Management w itnesses, the 1 party w as 
called upon by the Enquiry Officer to cross-examine the 
Management w itnessses if he wanted, but he declined to 
do so on the ground that he is admitting the charges itself. 
He also failed to adduce any evidence on his part on the 
same ground. Therefore, from the perusal on the evidence 
brought on record before the Enquiry Officer and the 
aforesaid reasonings assigned by him based on the said 
evidence, it cannot be said that the Enquiry Officer acted 
against the principles of natural justice cither to conduct 
the Enquiry Proceedings or he committed any illegality 


in giving the findings holding the workman guilty of the 
charges. That apart it is not in dispute that the 1 party 
admitted the charges of misconduct by submitting his 
letters dated 13-08-1998 and 24-10-1998 In his cross- 
examination. the I party without any hesitation admitted 
that he gave those letters at Ex M6 and Ex M7. However, 
he added to say that they were taken by force. As argued 
for the Management, this plea of the I parly is an after 
thought one as he made no such grievance cither during 
’.he course of enquiry of while making the representation 
to the Disciplinary Authority in response to the findings 
of the Enquiry Officer supplied to him. In fact, the I party 
preferred an appeal challenging the dismissal order 
(Memorandum of Appeal) has been marked at Ex. M8 in 
his cross-examination, wherein in many many words he 
once again not only admitted the charges of misconduct 
but also made it clear that he admitted those charges of 
misconduct while giving reply to the chargcshect itself 
and even then enquiry was ordered against him. He 
further stated that even during the enquiry lie pleaded 
guilty making a request for lesser punishment. He then 
stated that the misused amount is very small i.c. 
Rs. 5.200.00 (Rupees five thousand two hundred only ) 
and that is also repaid by him and that he himself misused 
the money only within a span of 6 to 8 months and 
therefore, the misutilisation of funds by him was for a 
temporary period and therefore, punishment of dismissal 
was not proportionate. Therefore with all these 
unequivocal and unambiguous admissions made by the I 
party in his appeal memo wherein he also admitted (lie 
fact of pleading guilty of the charges on the earlier 
occasions, now it is too much for the 1 party to contend 
otherwise by saying that he gave the said letters at 
Ex M6 and Ex M7 under threat or force, it is certainly 
an after thought and an improved defcnc taken by the 
I party to overcome the charges of misconduct levelled 
against him In the result. 1 am of the considered view 
that charges of misconduct against the 1 party have been 
proved bey ond any shadow of doubt. 

13. Now coming to the quantum of punishment, 
learned counsel for the Management cited that the two 
decisions namely : 

"1. 1994 (2) KLJ 425—Bank of India—Regional 
Office. Bangalore. Vs. D. Padamanabluidu & 
anr. 

2. 1998 Lab IC 2514—Union Bank of India Vs. 
Vishwa Mohan." 

in support of his arguments not to disturb the punishment 
of dismissal. Our Hon'ble High Court in the case referred 
to supra made it abundantly clear that when an act of 
misappropriation has been prov ed by overw helming the 
evidence and admissions, interest of an individual cannot 
override or be compromised and that court should not 
lightly consider the said fact while granting the relief. 
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Moreover. their lordship of Supreme Court in a Catena 
of decisions have all along ruled that in case of proved 
misconduct of misappropriation of the funds, no linency 
can be shown to the delinquent concerned. In the instance 
case also charges of misconduct as noted above have been 
proved by overwhelming sufficient and legal evidence. 
Further, misappropriation was done by the I party not on 
a single occasion but on six occasions that too within a 
period of six months. He went on misutilising funds 
belonging to the Management oblivious of the 
consequences and admitted the misconduct only when a 
chargesheet w as issued to him. The arguments advanced' 
for the I party that he is an illiterate and was doing a job 
of Messenger only and therefore, cannot be held 
responsible in the cash at transactions, in my opinion 
are baseless. Whether a Messenger or a Manager working 
in a Bank they are all the custodian of the public money. 
The I party as a Messenger in a small village like one On 
hand went on collecting certain amount from various 
customers who reposed faith in him that the amount will 
go to the bank in their accounts and therefore, hepannot 
disown his liability by saying that he was just a messenger 
nothing to do w ith the Cash dealing. However, keeping 
in view the poor status of the I party, his unblemished 
sen ices rendered and the length of service of 14 years he 
rendered with the Management, in my opinion ends of 
justice w ill be met if the dismissal punishment order is 
to be replaced with an order terminating his services so 
as to enable the I party to get his terminal benefits. In the 
result, reference is answered accordingly and following 
award is passed : 

ORDER 

The Punishment of dismissal is hereby modified 
into punishment of termination of the services of the I 
party. He shall be entitled to the terminal benefits for the 
sen ices he rendered with the Management till the 
impugned punishment order was passed. 

(Dictated to the L. D. C.. transcribed by him, 
corrected and signed by me on 18th March. 2005). 

A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer. 

Rf ferff, 31 RTR, 2005 

gq. 3 ir. 1570 .—dfraif'i'k hmi 1 ?1947 (1947 

RiT14 ) RET 17 % SERIEr ~4, qi-sO'M 4K°hK Els EE 

% EERIE1 % 7ETS % ■sfrq, 

3134*1 4 ' R 4 u<+k 

3tfEEEW9ET % EER (ERE 111511 44/03) 

yq-iifiia nHcfl %, '41 vkr>k E?1 30-3-2005 ETt ETET 
13U S 1TI 

[4. 1ivT-410l2/83/2003-31Tf. SIR. (4t-I)] 
111. "mnRT 0 !, -3TRT nf%iR 
New Delhi, the 31st March, 2005 

S.O. 1570.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 


Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 44/ 
03) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunail/Labour 
Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of South Central Railway and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 30-3-2005. 

[No. L-41012/83/2003-IR(B-I)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, BANGALORE 

Dated, the 1st March, 2005 

PRESENT: 

Shri A. R. Siddiqui, Presiding Officer 
C. R. No. 44/03 

I Party n Party 

Shri G. V Mahalhavaldar, The Chief Presonnel Officer. 

P. B. No. 136, South Central Railw ay. 

Devarajnagar, Rail Nilayam, 

Heggeri, Secunderabad 

Old Hubli 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the 
powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-section 2A of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 has 
referred this dispute vide Order No. L-41012/83/2003/ 
IR(B-1) dated 22/28th August, 2003 for adjudication on 
the following schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the management of Railways is justified 
in delaying the issue of promotion Orders to 
Shri G. V. Mahalhavaldar on refusal of promotion 
by Shri N. J. Krishna ? If not to what relief the 
workman is entitled ?” 

2. In response to the notices issued by this Tribunal, 
the first party sent his Claim Statement through post 
whereas, Shri S. N. Sali, Advocate undertook to file 
vakalat for Second Party Management. Despite several 
opportunities given to the management, said advocate 
failed to file.the Vakalat and failed to file any Counter 
Statement in response to the Claim Statement filed by 
the first party. Therefore, as per the order sheet dated 
29-9-2004, the matter came to be posted for evidence to 
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lead on behalf of the first party. On 15-10-2004 when the 
case was taken up for hearing, the first party remained 
absent. He also remained absent on 18-1-2005 and there 
will be no representation on their behalf. The proceedings 
w ere taken close for the purpose of evidence and case is 
posted for award. 

3. The case of the first party as made out in the 
Claim Statement at Paras 1 to 4 runs as under:— 

"That the seniority list is maintained by the 
department pertaining to Electrical Department and 
copy is annexed herewith as Annexure ‘A’. As per 
the Annexure A' my seniority is S. No. 64. During 
promotion as per seniority' list Annexure ‘A’ the 
S. No. 63 is Shri N. J. Krishna. Shri N. J. Krishna 
was not willing for promotion and rejected 
promotion. Hence I applied for promotion by letter 
dated 22-6-1994 to give promotion since Shri N. J. 
Krishna has given unwillingness letter for 
promotion. The promotion is to the AEF from i.e. 
Assistant Electrical Foreman to the scale of 
Rs. 1600—2660 as per promotion order bearing 
No. H. P. 535/VI/2/Vol. 4 dated 17-6-93. Copy 
attached herewith as Annexure A'. The promotion 
is to be effective from 17-6-1993 since Shri N. J. 
Krishna was unwilling. I was entitled to said 
promotion as I am next senior in seniority' list. 
Hence I applied for promotion in place of Shri N. 
J Krishna. My application is kept pending and 1 
am given promotion to said post on 31-5-1996 as 
promotion order bearing No. 1/P.535/Sup/Elec./Vol. 
IV and copy is attached herewith as Annexure-A - 3. 

I am promoted to said post w.e.f. 16-5-1996 at the 
scale Rs. 1600—2660. 

Therefore till 16-5-1996. 1 was not promoted and 
post was kept vacant. Actually as per seniority list 
I would have been given promotion as on 
17-6-1993 in place of Shri N. J. Krishna (resultant 
vacancy ). Thus I am deprived of Salary benefits of 
promotion post from 17-6-1993 to 16-5-1996. As 
per new scale the said promotion post has pay scale 
Rs 5.500 to Rs. 9.000 from 1-1-1996 For my pay 
scale my basic pay of scale of Rs. 19(H). the new 
scale should be Rs. 6025 from 1-1-1996. Copy 
attached as Annexure '2'. Therefore. I am entitled 
to scale of Rs. 6025 w.e.f. 1-1-1996. So also I am 
entitled to difference of pay from 17-6-93 to 
16-5-1996. 

4. Therefore, as per the averments in the Claim 
Statement, it was incumbent on the part of the first 
party to have entered into the witness box or else 
to produce some oral or documentary evidence in 
support of his claim that there was delay in 
promoting him to the post of AEF and that he was 


entitled to difference of pay w.e.f. 17-6-93 to 
16-5-96 treating him as promoted as on 17-6-1993. 
His main contention was that one Mr. Krishna who 
was promoted to the said post expressed his 
unwillingness to the said promotion to be given 
effect from 17-6-93 and therefore, the management 
was not justified in delaying his promotion to the 
said post from 17-6-93 till 16-5-96 on which date 
he was promoted to the said post being senior to 
the said Krishna. These were all the contentions to 
be established by the first party by adducing 
evidence on the point. It was for the first party to 
establish before this tribunal as whether he had right 
to seek promotion to the said post w.e.f. 17-6-93 
and that the management was not justified 
withholding his promotion till 16-5-96. Since the 
first party has not come forward to substantiate his 
claim and the averments made in the claim 
Statement, this tribunal has no alternative but to 
hold that there is no merit in the claim of the first 
party and accordingly the reference deserves to be 
rejected. Hence the following Award. 

AWARD 

The reference is rejected. No order to cost. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 1st March. 2005). 

A. R SIDDIQU1. Presiding Officer 

^ 31 2005 

^T. OT. 1571. —faetK arfafwt, 1947 (1947 
^114) ^ qnrct 17 % at^t u l 4.-SIR tTT'+iR T^T. T^. 

('thrf 9/2004) 

30-3-2005 ^>1 y IRI ^3TT *111 
[71. TJcT-41011/27/2002-3hi 3TTC. («ft. I)] 

New Delhi, the 31st March. 2005 

S.O. 1571. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 9/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court. Guwahati now as shown in the 
Annexure. in the Industrial dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of N. F. Railway and their 
workman, which was received bv the Central Government 
on 30-3-2005. 

[No. L-4101 l/27/2002-IR(B-l)| 
C. GANGADHARAN. Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 

COURT, GUWAHATI 

Reference No. 9 of 2004 

PRESENT: 

Shri H. A. Hazarika, LL.B., Residing Officer, 
CGIT-Cum-Labour Court, Guwahati. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute between : 

The General Manager (P), N. F. Railway, Guwahati. 

Versus 

The Workmen, represented by the General 
Secretary, Rail Mazdur Union, N. F. Railway, 
27/B. Rest Camp, Pandu. 

Date of Award : 14-03-05 
AWARD 

1 The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour. New 
Delhi vide its Notification No. L-41011/27/2002-IR(B- 
l) dated 10-12-02 referred this Industrial dispute arose 
between the Management of N. F. Railway and the 
workman Sri T. K. Baishya and Abul Nascr for 
adjudication and to pass an award by exercising power 
conferred under clause-D of Sub-Sec. (1) and Sub-Sec. 
(2A) of Section 10 of the I. D. Act, 1947 on the basis of 
the following Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of N. F. 
Railway in not granting the Group-C post/category 
to Shri Tapan Kr. Baishya and Abul Naser at the 
time of absorption to another Deptt. as surplus staff 
w.e.f. February. 1998 is justified ? If not, what relief 
Shri Tapan Kr. Baishya and Abul Naser are entitled 
to ?" 

2. On receipt of referred matter the State Industrial 
Tribunal Guwahati issued notice to both the Parties. 
Having eipt the Notices both the parties appeared 
before the State Tribunal. 

3. It is pertinent to note here that after establishment 
of CGIT-cum-Labour Court for North East Region at 
Guwahati. record of proceeding is received by the CGIT- 
cum-Labour Court at Guwahati. 

4. Meanw hile both the parties have submitted their 
Written Statements, etc. 

5. The case of the Workmen briefly from their 
Written Statement is that they were appointed in Group- 
D category post in N. F. Railway's Security Department 


of Fire Service Wing in the year 1998 with all the benefits 
till their transfer in the Accounts Department on being 
rendered surplus due to freezing of the Fire Service Wing 
and at this stage their actual status was of Group-C 
Category. According to Board's revised policy’ and list of 
Group-C staff surplus was not available to them because 
of the non publishing of list by Management. As per 
Railway Board’s policy relating to redeployment 
importance should be given to senior staff for absorption 
in the same pay and Scale comparison to their junior 
staff. But in case of the workmen the Management has 
done whimsically violating the Railway Board's 
categorical instruction. They were Group-C employees 
enjoying the Scale of 4th as well as 5th Pay Commission 
but they were absorbed in Group-D category’ though their 
status was upgraded to Group-C and Scales with effect 
from 1-1-96. Both the workmen were working in the Fire 
Service Wing at Pandu and Guwahati respectively and 
those bases were closed in the year 1995. When an 
establishment is closed there ought to have been modality 
of redeployment. The Management has not complied of 
modality as a result of that they had to apply for their 
redeployment in the Accounts Department in Group-D 
Post. 

6. That for closure or freezing of particular Section 
of service the permanent employees are not responsible 
bpt Management is responsible. 

7. That the Management did not try to settle all the 
claims of the workmen. Even before the Labour 
Commissioner the Management did not try to settle it. 

8. That the inaction of the Railway Mahagement 
has violated the principle of Natural Justice. 

9. Hence, the workmen prayed to pass award to 
give them benefit of status of Group-C category w ith full 
protection of seniority and Pay and Allowances. 

10. The case of the Management in brief is that the 
claim of the workmen is not maintainable in law. 

11. That this Tribunal has got no jurisdiction to 
adjudicate the referred matter as it ought to have been 
before the Hon’ble Central Administrative Tribunal 
u/s 14(A) of the CAT's Act; 1985. 

12. That the workmen namely Sri Tapan Kr. 
Baishya and Abul Naser applied to absorb them 
respectively in Group-D category Post and Junior Clerk 
in the Accounts Department in Maligaon. 

13. That the applications of the workmen were 
accepted by the Competent authority for absorption in 
Scale of Rs. 2550-3200 for the Post of Peon vide office 
order No G/454 dated 13-5-1999 and G/459 dated 
13/14-5-98 with certain terms and conditions such 
as :— 

| 

(i) That there seniority will be assigned. 

(ii) They can not seek retransfer to their parent. 
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(iii) Their lien will be maintained in their parent.... 

(iv) Their option to seek transfer as Peon in scale>.. 

(v) No T.A., D.A., Transfer grant... 

(vi) Their pay will be fixed as per extent Rules. 

(vii) They cannot seek transfer within one and.. 

14. That the above terms and conditions are 

accepted by the workmen and there is no scope to reopen 
the matter as such Management prayed to dismiss the 
claim of the workmen. ». 

15. The workmen Abul Naser appeared as WAV. 1 
and Tapan Kr. Baishya appeared as W. W, 2. Both of 
them are cross examined by the learned Advocate 
Mr. S. N. Choudhury, for the Management. 

16. Both the workmen deposed that at the time of 
their transfer to Accounts Section they were working in 
Group-C category having scale of 4th and 5th Pay 
Commission. 

17. They were told by the Management that Fire 
Wing wifi be abolished and to apply elsewhere as on 
abolition they will be surplus. Finding no other alternative 
they were compelled to apply in Group-D category but 
no surplus list was shown by the Management. 

18. That their names are apparent in the seniority 
list. 

In cross-examination W. W. 1 deposed that he has 
not received any letter about abolition of Fire Wing of 
RPF. That in his application he has not mentioned that 
for being surplus in Fire Wing RPF. he had to apply for 
the post of Junior Clerk. 

So also in cross-examination W. W. 2 deposed as 
regards the surplus, he was getting information from his 
office, but he has not received any written notice. He 
know s 6 workers junior to him were absorbed in Category- 
C w hich he objected. They denied in their deposition that 
Management has not committed any injustice to them by 
giving them Group-D post. 

19. Heard the argument submitted by learned 
Advocate Mr. K .K. Biswas for the workman and 
Mr. S. N. Choudhury for the Management. Perused the 
evidence recorded by me and all other documents in the 
record. 

20. The workmen claimed that they were enjoying 
the benefits of scale etc. of Group-C of 4th and 5th Pay 
Commission prior to their absorption in Category-D in 
Accounts Department. Afraiding the abolition of RPF 
Fire Wing and to be defuncted they complied the direction 
of the Management and under compelled circumstances 
they applied to get absorption in Accounts Department. 
Accordingly under compelled circumstances they joined. 


21 The Management denied the ground agitated 
by the workmen that due to abolishment and being 
surplused they were absorbed in the Accounts 
Department. 

22. On perusal of evidence Of solitary Management 
Witness I find the MW is evasive about the abolition of 
Railway Fire Wing and about surplus. The M. W. is also 
evasive about the exact status of workman at the stage of 
absorption from RPF Security to accounts department. 
Categorically the MW could not say that there was no 
question of abolishment, surplus and that they were not 
the workmen under Group-C category. 

23. What I find both the workmen were enjoying 
the benefits of Pay and Status of the Category-C at the 
time of their absorption in Accounts Department. 
Admittedly they w ere absorbed in Category-D in Accounts 
Department. 

24. I find there was question of abolition of RPF 
Fire Wing and to be surplused Being afraid to be 
surplused due to abolition of RPF Fire Wing the Workmen 
joined in the Category-D of the Accounts Department. 
Hence, the ground forwarded by the workmen about 
compelled circumstances has got force because no 
workman will select to be defuncted at the stage while 
they are earning their monthly salaries. On the ether hand 
it is to be seen that no workman who is enjoying benefit 
of Pay of 4th and 5th Pay Commission w ill choose to 
come to join in Category of law salary . So the ground of 
compelled circumstances is quite natural. During these 
sky high price rising days no w orkman will prefer to join 
in law salary leaving the high salary. 

25. There ought to have been modality 7 for abolition 
of a Wing for redeployment. I find no such procedure is 
followed by the Management. So also there is no list of 
surplus. The workmen claimed that 6 persons junior to 
them were promoted to Group-C. The answer of the MW 
in this connection is also evasive. So what I find the claim 
of the workmen has got legal force that they are deprived 
from legitimate entitlement. As per the MW there is 
presently no existence of vacancy in Group-C. What I 
find workmen are in continuous service in the N. F. 
Railway Management, Maligaon. For ends of Natural 
Justice, the Management cannot deny the legitimate claim 
of the w orkmen in present circumstances of the case. It 
is the responsibility of the Management to give proper 
justice for the welfare of the workmen by way of 
promotion. I find both the workmen are entitled to get 
the promotion to Category-C. The. Management is to 
arrange for their promotion. Accordingly this Schedule 
(issue) is decided in favour of the workmen. Prepare the 
Award and transmit it to the Government urgently as per 
procedure. 


H. A. HAZARIKA, Presiding Officer 








4256 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : APRIL 23, 2005/VA1SAKHA 3, 1927 


[Part II —Sec. 3(ii)] 


M fevft, 31 T TT^, 2005 

W. 3TT. 1571—3?tif 5 l«b K 3Tp#m, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) 'Mt RTCT 17 % 3Tj,fUU| ft, 4K<4iR 

^ % TSJtEfNf % 7T5T3 ftR <+>H =hlO* % 

ft" FiRJ^ •ftl^ilPiqj iqqic; ft afi^lf'iqi STfftRRRT, hc-ii 
% ■'T4R (TT^T Wm 7 Tit/1999 ) RT wfw wt t, 
TOR 30-3-2005 TTRT f3TT «Tf I 

[ft. ^-12012/16/99-3^. 3TR. (fth I)] 
ftt ftdTRW, 3TcR 

New Delhi, the 31st March. 2005 

S.O. 1572.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 7c/ 
1999) of the Industrial Tribunal. Patna now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of State Bank 
of India and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 30-3-2005. 

[No. L-12012/16/99-IR(B-I>] 
C. GANGADHARAN. Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, PATNA 

Reference Case No. 7-C of 1999 

. The Chief General Manager. State Bank of India, 
Local Head Office. J. C. Road, Patna and their workman 
represented by the General Secretary, State Bank of India 
Employees Union, 215, Ashok Place, Exhibition Road, 
Patna. 

For the Management : K. N. Gupta, Advocate & 
Ors, 

For the Workman : None. 

PRESENT : 

Priya Saran, Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal, 
Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 22nd March, 2005 

By the adjudication Order No. L-12012/16/99-IR 
(B-I) dated 10-5-1999 the Govt, of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi has referred under Clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (hereinafter to be referred to as ‘the Act’), the 
following dispute between the Management of State Bank 
of India, J. C. Road, Patna and their workman Sri Shakal 
Deo Ram for adjudication to this Tribunal :— 

“Whether, the action of the management of State 
Bank of India in terminating the services 
of Shri Shakal Deo Ram in the year 1975 is 


justified ? If not to what relief the workman is 

entitled ?”. 

2. Although both the parties have filed written 
statement but no evidence was adduced by them. Worker’s 
case, in short, is that he joined service in State Bank of 
India in subordinate category on 1-5-1968 and remained 
there till 5-7-1975 prior to his termination. He was paid 
salary and usual allowances. The Bank’s management 
suddenly stopped him from working on 5-7-1975 without 
any notice and retrenchment compensation. It is further 
stated in written statement that the management entered 
into a settlement with unions for absorption of casual 
workers who had worked for 240 days in a block of twelve 
calendar months or for 270 days in a block of 36 calendar 
months and had worked for 30 days in any calendar year 
or 70 days during 36 calendar months between a period 
from 1-7-1975 to 31-7-1988. The workman made 
representation for his absorption and reinstatement but 
all in vain. There has been violation of Sec. 25F and 25H 
of I.D. Act besides commission of unfair labour practice 
at management hand on the basis of aforesaid facts, the 
worker has prayed for his reinstatement/regularisation 
with back wages. 

3. The management has inter alia challenged 
worker’s claim mainly on the ground of dispute being 
stale and non-eligibility of the worker under the 
agreement referred by him. It has been further stated in 
written statement that he was engaged in work on the 
basis of exigencies and need as arose from time to time. 
As the worker did not serve beyond July, 1975 he was 
not entitled for absorption under agreement. The 
management has accordingly prayed for answering the 
Award in their favour. 

4. The worker as appears from the record left 
attending the Court and pursuing the case for the reasons 
best known to him, although he was noticed several times 
to adduce evidence in support of his claim. His claim 
stands on an agreement between the Union and the 
Management for absorption of casual workers who had 
worked in the Bank for certain period as noted above 
during a period from 1-7-1975 to 31-7-1988. As admitted 
in written statement itself the worker did not sen e in the 
Bank after 5-7-1975, meaning thereby that he served only 
for 4 to 5 days in between July, 1975 to July. 1988 and 
thus he was not entitled to consideration for absorption 
under the agreement mentioned in his written statement. 
Besides all above the worker has not come with any 
evidence to substantiate his claim of reinstatement or 
absorption. It is needless to say that worker’s claim has 
got no legs to stand and there does not exist any dispute 
that has been espoused by him. 

5. In view of what has been discussed above and 
material on record. I am of considered view that no 
dispute as stated by the workman exist nor there is any 
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evidence on record to nullify the management’s action of 
alleged termination of the services of worker Sri Shakal 
Deo Ram. The worker is not entitled to any relief 
whatsoever. 

6. Award accordingly. 

Award dictated and corrected by me. 

PRIYA SARAN, Presiding Officer 

31 *(['4, 2005 

CBT.31T. 1573.—ftpatfrofftTO 1947 (1947 

^>T 14) *tTCT17 % Oi ft", wwK ^??T % 

ftr 4q Pi 4i <3'i^ =t>4=f>id* % qlq, ai^stitft* 

FnRi^ aflylPion faqm ft %^t*T 0<=Ht otftjTO’T/ 

^TRTeRT, 'qqci^<% T Nl3 (ft^ftfttgTT296/99) ^Rtinirf?nT 
TOft t, ftt TOTO 30-03-2005 TOT f31T «n I 

[ft. TJyT-41012/129/99-311^. 3TR («ft.-I)] 

ftt. rnimn, arar nfere 

New Delhi, the 31st March, 2005 

S.O. 1573.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 296/ 
99) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court. Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Central Railway and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 30-03-2005 

[No. L-41012/129/99-IR (B-I)] 

C. GANGADHARAN. Under'Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/296/99 
PRESIDING OFFICER : SHRI C M. SINGH 

Shri Kancheedi Lai 

S/o Shri Sukhandi Lai. 

Vill : Ratanpura. PO Patori. 

Tehsil Sihora Distt. 

Jabalpur (M.P.) . . . Workman 

Versus 

The Divisional Railway Manager. 

Central Railway. 

Jabalpur (M. P.) ... Management 


AWARD 

Passed on this 17th day of March, 2005 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L-41012/129/99-IR (B. I), dated 
30-8-99 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of the 
Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, 
Jabalpur in terminating the services of Shri 
Kanchhendilal S/o Shri Sukhandilal, MRCL 
(Gangman) vide order No. E-22/DMO “E’7732 
dated 4-12-1993 is legal and justified ? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled ?” 

2. After the reference order was received, it was 
duly registered on 13-9-99 and notices were issued to the 
parties. The order sheet dated 26-4-03 reveals that the 
case proceeded ex parte against the management and 
24-7-03 was fixed for'ex parte evidence of workman. 
Thereafter several dates were fixed for ex parte evidence 
of workman but the workman failed to adduce ex parte 
evidence and ultmately absented himself on 22-6-04 the 
date fixed in the case. Lastly on 31-1-2005, one more 
opportunity was provided to the workman to adduce 
ex parte evidence on 9-3-2005. But on 9-3-2005, nobody 
appeared for the parties. Thus ample opportunities have 
been provided to the workman to produce ex parte 
evidence but the workman did not care to adduce ex parte 
evidence. In this mananer, it is quite clear from the above 
that the workman does not want to prosecute this 
reference. 

3. Under the above circumstances. No Dispute 
Award is passed without any order as to costs. 

Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

^ fevft, 31 tH, 2005 

cCT.3ff. 1574 .— atoilPl-* ft'lit aftftfTOT, 1947 (1947 

14) VRT17 % if, tu=f>K eh-taq? 

%. % ufttufa % 4«<£ Piql'siqil <*>4=141)' % ftfe, 

srjftv ■ft' sMfro faro ft' %^t <Hi=hR 3 MPi=*> 

stfaroi/src % tots (iftrft wrr 93/89) 

TOlfyRT TOft t, ft! ftFSfa TOfiK 30-03-2005 

TOT S?T I 

[ft. TJyT-12012/40/83-ftt 3TT^ R-STli 3TR. (ftt.-I)] 

ftt. ftronyr, arar 

New Delhi, the 31st March, 2005 

S.O. 1574.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 93/ 
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89) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court. Bangalore as shown in the annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Karnataka Bank Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 30-03-2005 

[No. L-12012/40/83-DIVA-1R (B-I)] 
C. GANGADHARAN. Under Secy. 

ANNEXERE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, BANGALORE 

Dated : 11th March, 2005 
PRESENT 

SHRI A. R. SIDDIQUI: PRESIDING OFFICER 
C. R. No. 93/89 

I PARTY II PARTY 

Shri M. B. Ghorpade, The Chairman. 

Near Datta Temple, Karnataka Bank Limited. 

Jamkandi. Head Office. Kodiabail, 

BIJAPUR DIST-587301 MANGALORE-575003 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the 
pow ers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2A of the 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 has 
referred this dispute vide order No. L-12012/40/83-DIVA 
dated 11-12-89 for adjudication on the following 
schedule : 

SCHEDULE 


2. Initially the Govt, of India refused to make a 
reference to the dispute raised by the first party on the 
ground that the first party was not a workman as defined 
under Section 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947, 
hereinafter shortly referred as "Act". 

3. Having aggrieved by this refusal the first party' 
filed a w rit petition in W.P. No. 3848/84. A learned Single 
Judge of High Court of Karnataka by the order dated 
3-10-89 allowed the writ petition and directed the Union 
of India to refer the dispute for adjudication as the 
jurisdiction to decide this controversy is on the Labour 
Court or the Industrial Tribunal. Thereafter the above 
reference is referred to this Tribunal. 


4. On a reading, the reference is in two parts. First 
part required the first party to prove that he was a 
workman when his sendees are terminated. After giving 
a finding on this question the tribunal is asked to give a 
finding regarding the justification of the Second Party in 
terminating the services of the first party. 

5. The contention of the first party' as regard to 
the first question is that he was appointed as a Clerk in 
the year 1957 and was in the continuous employment of 
the bank till 21-11-81, the day on which his services are 
terminated. He was handling correspondence with the 
Head office and branches of the bank. He w'as entering in 
Ledgers the different statements received from various 
branches of the bank. As he w'as exclusively doing the 
work of Clerk he was a workman within the meaning of 
Section 2(s) of the Act. The designation of “Officer” w'as 
of no consequence in determining his status as an 
employee and he was a workman within the meaning of 
Section 2(s) of the Act. His further contention is that his 
termination amounts to retrenchment and therefore, he 
is entitled for all benefits including back wages. The first 
party, as it regards to the first part of the schedule, placed 
materials stated above only. Second Part in the pleadings 
confined to the question related to his removal from the 
service and connected incidents. 

6. The Second Party filed their Counter Statement 
on 14-6-90. Later they have filed an additional Counter 
Statement on 7-3-91. 

7. In the first statement they have contended that 
the first party' who was an accountant in the Bank of 
Karnataka was given grade of an Officer when the said 
Bank merged with the Second Party bank. He was 
transferred to the Regional Office. Hubli in September 
1980. His duties were specifically were described as 
follows : 

"1(a) Scrutiny of Lead Bank Statements receiv ed 
from branches and fixing indiv idual targets 
for advances to priority sectors. 

(b) Controlling, supervising and follow-up of the 
branches in respect of timely submission of 
the statements to Lead District office of the 
Bank. Preparing Draft letters and reminders 
in consultation with the Regional 
Development Manager and forwarded the 
same for his signature: 

2. Reviewing the performance of the branches 
in deposit mobilization and appraise the 
Regional Development Manager from time 
to time and follow up of the matters concerned 
with deposits with the branches: 

3. To scrutinize the loan proposals receiv ed from 
branches for sanction of loans to the 
applicants and preparing office notes and 


“Whether Shri M. B. Ghorpade whose services have 
been terminated vv.e.f. 21-11-1981 by the 
management of Karnataka Bank Limited is a 
workman under the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 
and if so whether the action of the management of 
Karnataka Bank Limited in terminating his services 
is justified If not. to vvliat relief the workman 
concerned is entitled ?” 
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place them before the Regional Development 
Manager for sanction or otherwise; 

4. Attending to day to day correspondence and 
initialing letters etc. to Head Office and 
branches; 

5. Preparing statements for Manager’s 
conference; and 

6 . Checking Report on Advances received from 
Branches. 

According to the Second Party the duties mentioned 
above are Supervisory and Administrative. First party 
was drawing more than Rs. 1,600 p.m. as an Officer. He 
was promoted as a Grade A Officer. At Hubli office there 
were 3 officers and 2 clerks. His nature of work was once 
again high lighted by the Second Party. 

In the additional Counter Statement the Second 
Party made the points raised by the first party as it regards 
to his termination. 

8 . Keeping in view the points of reference, my 
learned predecessor in the first instance took up the issue 
of‘workman’ and by his award dated 20-8-1999 recorded 
the finding that first party was ‘not a Workman’ and, 
therefore, this tribunal had no jurisdiction and rejected 
the reference. 

9. It is seen from the records that aggrieved by the 
said award, the first party approached the Kou'bie High 
Court in Writ Petition No. 44281/99 and the Hon’ble 
High Court by its order dated 21 -2-03 set aside the above 
said award and remitted back to this tribunal with a 
direction to dispose off the matter afresh permitting the 
parties to adduce further evidence, if any. It is further to 
be seen that aggrieved by the above said order of the High 
Court in the Writ Petition,Jhe management preferred an 
appeal in Writ Appeal No. 3190/03 (L-TER) and that 
appeal came to be dismissed by the Division Bench of 
Hon’ble High Court vide order dated 4-8-04. 

10. It is to be noted that during the course of trial 
of the said issue before the above said award was passed 
by this Tribunal, the first party examined himself as WW1 
and got marked 3 documents in his support. 

11. Whereas the management examined two 
witneses as MWl and MW2 and in all got marked 32 
documents at Ex. M1 to M32. After the remand, the first 
party filed an affidavit by way of his further examination 
chipf and was cross examined on behalf of the 
management. There was no fresh evidence led by the 
management. 

12 The statement of first party, WW1 in his earlier 
examination chief relevant for the purpose of decision 
on tpe above said issue is that he joined the services of 
the bank as a Clerk in the year 1957 and his services 


were confirmed in the year 1958. The Bank of Karnataka 
was subsequently merged with Karnataka Bank Ltd. with 
head office at Mangalore, somewhere, in the month of 
December 1968 and at the time of merger he has been 
promoted to the Officer Grade III by the Second Party. 
His cadre was upgraded to the Officer Grade III in the 
year 1978. He stated that while he was working as Grade 
II Officer in Jamkhandi Branch he was posted as 
subordinate to the Branch Manager who was the Grade 
HI Officer. He was working as Grade II Officer in the 
same branch and was attending only Clerical work. On 
10-10-1980 he Was posted in Regional Office, Hubli as 
Officer Grade n till he was discharged from service on 
21-11-1981. He stated that during that period he was 
working under Regional Development Manager. He stated 
that no employee was working under him. He further 
stated that on many occasions Grade II and Grade HI 
Officers were directed to do Clerical jobs and no officer 
in his cadre was doing independent work. He stated that 
he has not signed any document in official capacity but 
was preparing documents to place the same for approval 
and signature before the Regional Development Manager. 
He used to prepare consolidated statement from the 
particulars given by other various branches to be placed 
for approval and signature of the Regional Development 
Manager. He further stated that throughout he was doing 
clerical job while working in the Divisional Officer and 
has not signed any letter independently and he was only 
drafting letters and then putting them to the appiuval of 
the Regional Development Manager. He was checking 
the request of advances on the basis of the circulars and 
the instructions received from RDM and was also looking 
after the inward and outward registers, maintenance of 
postage and writing of reservation books which job was 
been done by the clerks. One Shri G. B. Desai and one 
Mr. Katgari were other two officers working in the said 
office. Mr. Desai was Grade II Officer and Katgari was 
Grade III Officer. In his further examination chief he 
denied that two Clerks and one Peon were working under 
him. In his Cross Examination he admitted that his pay 
scale was above Clerical Grade. He admitted that he was 
upgraded in his job in accordance with Ex. Ml and was 
sent for training as per Ex. M3 being relieved as per Ex. 
M2. He admitted that bank had issued the Power of 
Attorney at Ex. M5 in his favour. He denied the 
suggestion that his work included monitoring, checking, 
drafting letters, Scrutinizaing of Bank Statements and 
fixing of individual targets for priority Sector Advances. 
He admitted that as per Ex. M18 he was entitled for 
Class I Travelling Allowances. 

13. Statement of MW 1 in his examination chief is 
asunder: 

“I know the first party Chorpade. In 1970 I was 

working at Haveri as Branch Manager. In 1980 I 

was Regional Manager of Hubli Division. In 1980 
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first party was working at Hubli as officer. Before 
coming to Hubli, he was working at Jamakandi, as 
Officer. When he was working under me, he was 
drawing salary more than Rs. 1,600. Ex. Ml is the 
order showing that first party was promoted to grade 
II Officers cadre. Ex. M2 shows the salary 
particulars of first party (now produced). M2 is a 
relieving certificate, which shows the salary 
particulars. 

Ex. M3 shows that first party was sent for training. 
Ex. M4 is the memorandum showing that first party 
was relieved after paying 3 months salary. Ex. M5 
is the Power of Attorney issued to first party by 
Second Party. POA are issued only to officers. 

M6 to M17 are the documents showing the nature 
of duties performed by first party. All these have 
been initialled by the first party below MBG/BV. 
Ex. M12 is signed by first party and is in the 
handwriting of first party and also M13 and M14 
and 15 are initiated by the first party on the reverse 
after checking. 

•» 

First party was doing supervisory duties like 
monitoring, checking, drafting letters, scrutinizing 
the lead bank statements, fixing of individual 
targets for priority sector advanced and etc. Ex. 
M18 shows that first party was entitled to first class 
travel allowance. 


As T rr'mptnhpr twn rlprks; anH nnp Ppnn yvptp 
working under the first party. First party is not a 
workman as denned under fne ID Act. Ex. M3 (a) 
is the report given by the first party for having 
attended the training.” 


14. His Statement in Cross Examination relevant 
for the purpose is that Ex. M6 to Ex. M13 and Ex. M16 
and M17 have gone under his signature. Ex. M14 & 15 
are received from the Manager, Mahalingapur branch at 
Hubli. By monitoring he means reports and advanced 
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is monitoring. He denied the suggestion that it was the 
job of the clerks and also the suggestion that drafting of 
letters is a clerical job. He denied the suggestion that 
checking, scrutinizing and drafting by the person is at 
the responsibility of the boss who signed the documents. 
He further stated that by scrutinising he meant tallying 
the figures in the reports and the registers in the lead 
bank Statement and denied the suggestion that it is 
absolutely clerical work. He admitted that individual 
target for different branches for priority sector advances 
etc. are done by the Regional Manager. He admitted that 
first party was working at Hubli for more than a year 
before his services were terminated but denied the 
suggestion that he was doing exclusively clerical work. 
In his further cross examination MW1 admitted that all 
the functions of first party referred to by him in the WS 


(Counter) were done by first party under his direct 
guidance and instructions. He stated that first party was 
controlling other employees and he can produce 
documents to show that clerk were working under him 
and denied the suggestion that no Clerk or Peon was 
working under the first party. He denied the suggestion 
that drafting letters, checking statements received from 
branches is a sheer Clerical work. He then stated that the 
documents at Ex. M7, M14, M15 and M10 are some of 
the documents showing that first party was doing 
Supervisory Work. He admitted that every report checked 
by the first party was put to him for approval. 

15. In the statement of MW2 further documents 
at Ex. M19, M32 were marked mostly concerning to the 
other part of the reference point i.e. the termination of 
the services of the first party by the second party. His 
statement also mainly was to speak about the alleged 
misconduct committed by the first party, therefore, need 
not be brought on record on this stage. 

16. After the remand as noted above, the first party 
filed his affidavit by way of further examination chief 
and the averments in his affidavit at Para 3 to 5 relevant 
for the purpose are as under :— 

“I once again respectfully submit that irrespective 
of the designation given by the Second Party Bank, 
I did not enjoy any managerial or supervisory 
powers. I was not supervising the work any of the 
staff working in the branch at the relevant time. I 
submit that I had no power either to recommend or 

r, 1 4 a A-P a nin A 4 4 k A 
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branch. I was required to sign the attendance every 
day. Whenever I was on leave, I us^d to submit the 
leave letters to the Branch Manager and get it 
recommended/sanctioned. I did not enjoy any 
independent powers. 

I further respectfully submit that I was not having 
any financial powers. I was required to act 
according to the instructions of my official 
superiors. I also further submit that I was not vested 
with any disciplinary powers. Accordingly, I had 
no power to issue any memo or charge sheet or 
take any action against any of the employee working 
in the bank. 

I further state that at the time of merger of Bank of 
Karnataka with the Karnataka Bank Limited, I did 
not enjoy any supervisor or managerial powers. 
Even after merger of the bank and when my duties 
came to be assigned in the second party bank I 
continued to discharge my duties as before without 
change.” 

17. In his cross examination he was confronted 
with a letter of allotment of duties given to him by the 
second party and was marked at Ex. W3 (it was filed by 
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the first party himself). It was elicited from his mouth 
that General Manager was the Disciplinary' Authority for 
the sub staff of the bank and so also the other officers of 
the bank having an authority to issue the charge sheet 
and to take the disciplinary action. In his further cross 
examination, his reply notice was marked at Ex. M33. 

18. Learned counsel for the first party Shri V. S. 
Naik argued that the aforesaid statement of the first party- 
in his Examination Chief made earlier to the remand as 
well as subsequent to the remand speaking to the fact 
that he was all along doing the job of the Clerk having 
no control or supervision over any of the staff members, 
has gone very much unchallenged there being nothing 
brought in his cross examination to doubt the veracity of 
his statement. He submitted that the various functions 
enumerated in the above said allotment letter at Ex. W3 
themselves will read to the effect that they were the 
functions to be carried out at a clerical level and that 
none of those functions can be said to be done in a 
managerial capacity or in a supervisory capacity . Coming 
to the Power of Attorney at Ex. M5 relied upon bv the 
management to show that he was discharging duties in a 
managerial and supervisory capacity, learned counsel 
submitted that the powers or the functions conferred by 
way of Power of Attorney cannot be said to be the powers 
being exercised by the Power of Attorney holder in his 
independent official capacity. Moreover it was executed 
in the year 1966 and admittedly it was not in operation 
w hen the first party' was working at Jamkhandi and then 
in Regional Office. Hubli when his services were 
terminated. Coming to the Documents at Ex. 6 to 18, 
once again relied upon by the management to show the 
supervisory' powers of the first party, learned counsel 
submitted that none of these documents would help the 
management to'establish the said fact as many of those 
documents admittedly were under the signature of MW 1. 
himself. His next argument was that the designation held 
by the first party of Grade II Cadre or Grade III Cadre 
and the salary drawn by him above the pay scale of clerks 
cannot be the factor to determine that the first party was 
doing managerial or supervisory work. Going on training 
as an Officer as per Ex. M3 or drawing first class fare as 
per Exs. M18 again is of no significance. Lastly learned 
counsel argued that the statement of MW1 in the cross 
examination admitting certain vital facts about the 
functions being discharged by the first party itself will 
be sufficient enough to dislodge the case of the 
management that the first party is not a workman as 
defined under the provisions of ID Act. 

19. Whereas, learned counsel for the second party 
vehemently argued that undisputedly the first party has 
been promoted as Grade II Officer in 1968 and as Grade 
III Officer in the year 1978, which is the grade of the 
Manager having managerial and supervisory capacity. 
The first party all along claimed himself as an officer 


and has drawn TA/DA as an officer going on training 
vide Ex. M3 and M18 respectively. Learned counsel then 
referred to the above said allotment letter at Ex. W3 to 
point out that the duties enumerated therein would reflect 
upon the fact that first party was discharging managerial 
and supervisory functions. He also took support of the 
Power of Attorney at Ex. M5 to show' that such a pow er 
of Attorney will be executed in favour of the officer of a 
managerial grade exercising managerial powers. He also 
referred to the documents at Ex. M16, M17 in support of 
his arguments. 

20 . Lastly he submitted that by designation and 
grade the first party was the officer to be posted as a 
Manager and if he had discharged the duties of a Clerk 
occasionally he cannot be brought under the category of 
the Clerks and in the result under the definition of the 
workman. 

21 . Learned Counsel for the first party supporting 
his arguments relied upon the following citations : 

1. 1994 ILLJP. 597 

2 . 1984 ILLJP. 546 

3. 1981 IILLJP 401 

4. 1983 II LLJ P. 293 

5. 1996 ILLJP. 228 

22. Likewise learned counsel for the Second Parly 
to support his argument ook shelter under the following 


decisions : 

— 

1 . 

1995 I LLJ 214 (SC) 

2 . 

1995^1 LLJ 264 Kar(DB) 

3. 

1996 II LLJ 1140 (Ker) (DB) 

4. 

1994 II LLJ 1153 (SC) 

5. 

1996 I LLJ 55 (Bom) 

6 . 

1993 II LLJ 224 (P & H) (DB) 

7. 

1996 II LLJ 573 (Delhi) (DB) 

8 . 

1994 I LLJ 1035 (All) (DB) 

9. 

1994 I LLJ 712 (SC) 

10 . 

1994 II LLJ 411 (SC) 

11 . 

1988 (7) SLR Page 677 (CAT. Calcutta) 

12 . 

1995 I LLJ Page 243 (Bom). 


23. After having gone through the records, I do 
not find much substance in the arguments advanced for 
the Second Party. First of all the statement of the first 
party in his examination chief earlier to the remand and 
then subsequent to the remand as argued for the first party 
has remained unshaken on the material aspects of the 
case. The statement of the management witness MW1 
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who was mainly examined on the point in question, as 
argued for the first party once again would lend support 
to his ease rather the case of the management. I would 
like to come to it a little later. The management in order 
to establish the fact that the first party does not fit in the 
definition of the workman vide Section 2(s) of the ID 
Act relied upon various documents as well as the 
statement of MW1 and the statement of the first party in 
his cross examination as noted above. The first and 
foremost argument advanced by the Second Party was 
the undisputed fact that the first party was promoted as 
Grade !I Officer in 1968 and as Grade III Officer in the 
year 1978 w hich is the grade of the Manager having 
managerial and supervisory capacity. Therefore, the 
management contended that he being an officer of the 
cadre of the Manager not bound by the terms of the 
Bipartite Settlement governing the sub staff cannot knock 
the door of this tribunal as a workman covered under the 
pro\ isions of the ID Act. I do not accccd to this contention 
of the management. Their Lordship of Supreme Court in 
a decision reported in LLR 1996 page 620 at Para 7 have 
dealt this position of law thread bare while answering 
the question raised by the management in the said case 
that official concerned was holding a Class I post in the 
bank Their Lordship made it clear that the onus to 
establish the fact that official was performing the 
managerial duties is on the management bank and not 
vice versa. It was ruled that mere nomenclature to the 
post is not enough for the purpose of holding whether a 
particular person falls w ithin the definitior of workman 
or not. It was further held that the crux of the matter 
would be the type ofduticsa particular person performed 
during the course of his employment undci hisemployed 
and that themselves to be determined with reference to 
principal nature of duties and functions. Therefore, 
merely because the first party was promoted as Grade 11 
Officer or Grade III Officer in the Bank, his nomenclature 
will not gel him out of the category of workman as long 
as it is not established by the management that his 
principal duties were managerial and supervisory in 
nature. Their Lordship of Supreme Court in a decision 
reported in 1964 SC 1522 made it clear that the 
designation of an official such as tin Accountant again 
will not take the official concerned out of the definition 
of the workman considering the duties being performed 
by him Thus the contention of the management that the 
first party was an officer of Grade II and then of Grade 
III meant for Manager doing managerial and supervisory 
functions cannot be accepted in the light of the above 
said principles laid dow n by their Lordship of Supreme 
Court. The management then relied upon a Power of 
Attorney executed by it in favour of the first parly to 
support its contention that such a Power of Attorney w ill 
be executed only in fav our of the Officer as it authorizes 
to carry out the various managerial and supervisory 
functions. This Power of Attorney is marked in this 


tribunal at Ex. M5 and it is not disputed by the first party 
that it was in his favour. However. I find substance in the 
arguments advanced by the first party that it will not help 
the case of the management to show that this document 
would lead to an inference to suggest that first party was 
working in managerial and supervisory capacity First of 
all it is the document executed in the year 1966 when the 
first party neither was promoted as Grade II Officer or as 
Grade III Officer. Secondly it is in no uncertain terms 
MW2 admitted in his cross examination that this Power 
of Attorney was not in existence when the first party was 
working in the Regional Office at Hubli. Moreover, simply 
because some Power of Attorney is executed in favour of 
somebody actually having no powers to be exercised as 
enumerated in the Power of Attorney, those pow ers will 
not elevate the status of the official for all that times to 
come. Such a Power of Attorney will be for a limited 
purpose. MW2 at Para 12 of his cross examination 
admitted that first party had no occasion to use his Power 
of Attorney while he w as working in the Regional Office. 
Hubli. Therefore, Ex. M5 will not cut much ice in favour 
pf the management. The management then takes the help 
of the documents at Ex. M6 to M18 to counter the case of 
the first party . MW1 in his Examination Chief at Para 4 
stated thai Ex. M6 to M17 are the documents showing 
the duties performed by the first party and they have been 
initialed by the first party. In his cross examination at 
Para 9 he was to admit that Ex. M6 to M13 and Ex. M16 
and Ex. M17 have gone under his signature and Ex. M14 
and M15 are received from the Manager of Mahalingapur 
Branch at Hubli. A perusal of Ex. M6 to M17 would 
disclose that these are all the letters under the signature 
af MW1 sent to various branches under Regional Office. 
Hubli for mobilisation of deposit funds. Some of them 
:n e been initialed by the first party and his case that he 
has just drafted them under the directions of MW 1 cannot 
be rejected. Merely, because he drafted those letters and 
put initials on some of them will not give rise to the 
presumption that he did it in his managerial or 
supervisory capacity'. Ex. M18 was to show that first party 
was entitled to first class Travelling Allowance. No doubt 
first party was an officer entitled to first class Travelling 
Allowance and it is also not in dispute that lie was 
drawing the salary more than the salary drawn by the 
Clerk but it is now well settled principles of law that the 
salary drawn by the official is not a criteria to jump to 
the conclusion that he was not a workman. Likewise 
Travelling Allowance drawn by the first party on the same 
analogy will not be a point negative in his favour. The 
other tw o documents relied upon by the management were 
at Ex. M.3. a letter showing that the first party was drafted 
for officers training and a memorandum showing that he 
was relieved from the duties being paid three months 
salary as it should be in the case of officers. Here again I 
am not very much convinced to say that this two 
documents will go against the first party as a workman. 
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Now comes trump card namely, the document at Ex. W3 
w hich was filed before this tribunal by the first party and 
was marked on behalf of the management in his cross- 
examination. The learned counsel for the management 
commenting upon the said document vehemently argued 
that this is a letter issued by the management enumerating 
the duties and functions to be discharged by the first party. 
The letter showing the duties allotted to the first party is 
as under :— 

“Allotment of work with effect from 1-4-75 

Shri M. B. Ghorpade, Officer, Staff No. 15.8 

Checking of Cash with Bankers, Sundry Assets, 
Sundry Liabilities, suspense registers, ill deposit 
ledgers, sub-day books, balance checking, tallying 
of deposits, postage and outward register checking, 
inspection, returns and any other work that may be 
entrusted from time to time.” 

'24. It is interesting to note that this is the letter 
dated 1 -4-75 while the first party was working at Bijapur. 
Undisputedly. he was yet to be promoted as Grade III 
Officer from Grade II Officer Cadre at that time. 
Moreover, as argued for the first party npne of the duties 
mentioned in the said letter would reflect upon the 
managerial or superv isory capacity of the first party. 
Certainly, as could be seen from the nature of duties shown 
therein they are just clerical in nature to be discharged at 
a clerical level by the Clerks concerned. The management 
laid much emphasis on one of the duties mentioned in 
the said letter namely, the checking of cash with bankers. 
First of all I do not know as to how it amounts to a function 
of superv isory nature. His Lordships of High Court of 
Judicature at Bombay in a decision reported in 2000(3) 
LLN 179 while dealing a question like on hand held that 
Supervision includes supervision over subordinates not 
over the computers, further holding that checking of 
ledgers, statements, registers, records or computer print 
outs only, cannot by any stretch of imagination held to 
be a supervisory or managerial function. The above 
principle laid down bv the High Court of Bombay must 
be a fitting reply to the management contentions with 
regard to the aforesaid duties mentioned in the letter at 
Ex. W3. Their Lordships of Supreme Court in a decision 
reported in AIR 1967 SC page 428 even went to the extent 
of holding that Clerks doing work of checking in Audit 
Department cannot be held to be supervisors. Their 
Lordships in a decision reported in AIR 1998 SC 329 
held the view that the official who just do checking up as 
an internal auditor in company on behalf of the employer 
a nd had no independent right or authority to take decision 
must be held to be workman within the meaning of 
Section 2(s) of the ID Act. Holding further that while 
determining the powers of the official concerned, it is to 
be kept in mind that whether such a person in fact was 
doing supervisory or managerial work and not his work 


of checking done on behalf of the employer. Now 
therefore, almost all the aforesaid documents relied upon 
by the management will not take its case any further to 
establish the fact that first party was not a workman. 

25. Now coming to the testimony of MW1 himself. 
It was well argued for the first party that his statement in 
cross-examination must put an end to the controversy- 
raised on behalf of the management. MW1, as noted 
above, in his cross-examination in no uncertain terms 
comes to say that all the functions of the first party referred 
to by him in the WS (Counter) are done by the first party- 
under his direct guidance and instructions. While stating 
that the documents at Ex. M7. M10, M14. M15 are some 
of the documents showing that the first party was doing 
Supervisory work. He admitted that every report checked 
by the first party was put before him for approval. 
Therefore, from the above statement of MW1 coupled 
with Document Ex. M6 to M17 which were relied upon 
by the management it can be very much clear that these 
are all the documents at the most drafted by the first party 
but those drafted letters were placed before MW1 for his 
approval. That shows that the first party had absolutely 
no independent right or authority to send those letters to 
the respective branches under the Regional Office, Hubli 
by taking his own decision and under his own signatures. 
MW1 in his cross-examination though claimed that he 
has got documents to show that some two clerks and peon 
were working under the first party but unfortunately no 
such documents are produced before this Tribunal. If 
really the first party was exercising managerial and 
supervisory' functions after he being promoted in Grade 
II or Grade III Officer cadre, then, it was not very- difficult 
for the management to have produced some oral or 
documentary evidence to the above effect. Not a scrap of 
paper yvas produced to suggest that at any point of time 
theTirst party was appointed or posted as an independent 
Manager of any independent branch of the Bank under 
the control of management so as to suggest that he had 
control over the staff working in the said branch. It is 
nowhere the case of the management that he worked as a 
Manager of the branch at Jamkhandi or thereafter in any 
managerial capacity in the Regional Office at Hubli when 
his services were terminated. No staff or sub-staff was 
produced before this tribunal to speak to the fact that at 
any point of time they worked under the first party. 
Therefore, merely because first party' held the post of 
officer and had drawn salary much more the Clerks were 
drawing and that he availed first class travelling facilities, 
underwent certain officers training will not be the 
circumstance sufficient enough to draw the conclusion 
that he was discharging the duties in managerial or 
supervisory capacity. The various decisions noted above 
and cited on behalf of the management would speak to 
certain settled position of law and such a position of law 
cannot be disputed in my humble opinion but what the 
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principle laid down in those decisions is that while 
determining the status of the official as a workman or 
otherwise the court must bestow its attention in taking 
into consideration the main, rather, the principal duties 
of the official concerned was carrying out at the relevant 
point of time. Here, unfortunately, there is no sufficient 
and legal evidence produced by the management to arrive 
at the conclusion that the first party was performing 
mainly or substantially the duties of managerial and 
supervisory capacity. In fact the aforesaid duty' allotment 
letter at Ex. W3 would tell tale upon the fact that the 
duties assigned to him were exclusively clerical in nature. 
These duties by no stretch of imagination can be said to 
be the duties to be performed by the cadre of the Officer, 
much less, the Manager of a particular bank branch 
hat ing managerial or supervisory capacity. 

26. In the result 1 am of the considered view that 
the first party in this case has been able to establish that 
lie is a workman' as defined under Section 2(s) of the 
ID Act and as such can very well maintain the present 
reference against the management. Hence the following 
Order. 

ORDER 

The first part of the reference is hereby answered 
to the effect that first party' is a workman within the 
meaning of Section 2(s) of the ID Act. No order to cost. 

(Dictated to PA. transcribed by her, corrected and 
signed by me on 11th March 2005). 

A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
^ 8 STlta, 2005 

cKT. 3TT. 1575.—%^ rilTFR Ft ^TPl TT7 
'WFct ri ttttt sflritfror srfrifwr, 

1947 ( 1947^1 14)^<JTO2%75n>F(F)%'3^-75V5(vi) 
Trim -ft. 3TT. 2931 ftFTFF 26-10-2004 ?RI VRct nftT'jftT 

^"TTfrq, wff* 3?lEitPi<* srfiifwr, 1947 

( 1947 14) 31^41^ yfafv, 12^’ Kllftcl t, 


■ 3 ^tT 3 TfitPm % IRfSHf % fair fatFF 14 - 11-2004 3 
*■1161 eblCliqfV % fem, C'il't) *TT; 

3t)r ^tt^bK *4)1 TFT% Pt> 

^t ■©: Tira qft sfh; 'stpn sptfgtr t; 

3 TcT: 3 TsT, fq< 4 u; 3 Tftrf*FT*T, 1947 (1947 ^ 5 T 

14 ) *ITTT 2 % Id (^ ) % 3 ^ 1 -<3 “S ( vi) % ' 5 RT 

4iI=ki 4) ^il TFTpT ^ W<4>K drit'l ^Jt 

33 TT 3 Tf»lfwr % y% 3 Rf % foq ftTFF 14 - 5-2005 ^ 
mih , 4>ieii9p1 % fciy. cil c t> ^TPTPft ^<cil % 1 

[TFT. 71. 1^-11017/18/97-3^. 3TTC. (vft. 1^.)] 

^t. Tit. Tqrfrr, 

New Delhi, the 8th April. 2005 

S.O. 1575.—Whereas the Central Government 
having been satisfied that the public interest so required 
that in pursuance of the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of 
the clause (n) of section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act. 
1947 (14 of 1947). declared by the Notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Labour No. 
S O. 2931 dated 26-10-2004 the sen ice in the India 
Security Press. Nashik Road w hich is covered by item 12 
of the First Schedule to the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 
(14 of 1947) to be a public utility sen ice for the purpose 
of the said Act. for a period of six months from the 14th 
Nov ember. 2004. 

And whereas, the Central Government is of opinion 
that public interest requires the extension of the said 
period by a further period of six months. 

Now . therefore, in exercise of the pow ers conferred 
by the proviso to sub-clause (vi) of clause (n) of Section 
2 of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947. the Central 
Government hereby declares the said industry to be a 
public utility service for the purposes of the said Act. for 
a period of six months front the 14th May. 2005. 

[F. No. S-l 1017/18/97-IR (PL)| 
J. P. PATI. Jt. Sccv. 
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